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Individual resilience is popular topic whereby researchers attempt to identify 
characteristics of individuals who react positively to stress.  However, such research uses 
a reactionary approach, attempting to characterize successful individuals after they 
experience adversity and does not explain why some individuals proactively seek out 
challenging circumstances.  Pursuing challenge is a new construct that explains why 
individuals proactively increase stress as a strategic mechanism for developmental 
purposes.  I developed and validated a measurement tool for pursuing challenge in 
multiple studies.  Additionally, I explored relationships between pursuing challenge and 
similar constructs (e.g., grit, proactive personality, and self-efficacy), as well as the extent 
to which pursing challenge accounted for unique variance in performance outcomes using 
correlational and regression analyses.  Pursuing challenge demonstrated consistent 
relationships with resilience, need for achievement, proactive personality, self-efficacy, 
and grit, and accounted for unique variance in performance outcomes.  Results indicated 
three implications for research on resilience and performance include: 1) the need for a 
proactive perspective to examine individual resilience and performance in stressful 
situations, 2) pursuing challenge captures unique characteristics of resilience and 
performance, and 3) individuals who pursue challenge demonstrated consistent 
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 The effects of stress are a common topic within various fields (e.g., biology and 
psychology), and both practitioners and researchers expend much time and effort 
attempting to determine how these effects influence individual performance.  For 
decades, researchers have approached resilience as a way to distinguish those who are 
negatively affected by stress from those who appear to react positively to stressful and 
challenging circumstances.  To date, research on resilience examines both physiological 
responses (e.g., Karatoreos & McEwen, 2013) as well as mental/cognitive responses 
(e.g., Lee, Sudom, & McCreary, 2011; Maddi, Harvey, Khoshaba, Fazel, & 
Resurreccsion, 2009).  Although such research has increased our understanding of how 
individual reactions to challenging circumstances vary, it has not provided a complete 
picture of the relationship between challenging circumstances and individual 
performance.  Resilience researchers have examined stable individual attributes that 
influence reactions to challenging circumstances such as illness (Min et al., 2013) or 
workplace stressors (Kobasa, 1979).  However, what is not explained is why some 
individuals pursue challenging circumstances.  Some individuals regularly seek out 
challenging circumstances, thereby purposefully increasing the occurrence of stress in 
their lives.  Thus, pursuit of challenge could be a stable attribute among individuals that 
helps them proactively manage challenging circumstances.  For example, why do some 
individuals take a more proactive approach to stress, and can potentially positive 
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outcomes result from such actions?  Further, examining why some individuals pursue 
challenge could provide insight into stable traits that relate to resilience.   
To examine this phenomenon, I suggest exploring the construct of “pursuing 
challenge” to evaluate the extent to which some individuals seek out stressful and 
challenging circumstances.  I expect that this attribute is dispositional, positing that 
individuals’ anticipation of challenge motivates them to action, ultimately resulting in 
increased potential, growth, and development.  The identification and evaluation of this 
trait could provide important insight into why some individuals function better than 
others in dangerous and/or challenging jobs (e.g., demonstrate greater resilience).  
Although I expect some aspects of pursuing challenge might be malleable and thus 
trainable, the focus of my research will be on the stable aspects of pursuing challenge.  
Therefore, the primary goals of my research are to explore the pursuing challenge 
construct, relationships with similar constructs, and whether pursuing challenge accounts 
for unique variance in performance outcomes.  As a first step, I will review existing 
theories on resilience, define stable aspects of pursuing challenge, and examine how 
pursuing challenge relates to similar constructs (e.g., need for achievement). 
Theories of Resilience 
 Several models of resilience exist with many originating in clinical psychology 
(e.g., Garmezy & Streitman, 1974; Vaillant, 1985).  However, this stream of research 
faces conceptual and methodological issues (Lee et al., 2011).  First and foremost, no 
universal definition exists for psychological resilience.  Second, some researchers 
consider resilience a stable psychological trait in and of itself (e.g., Genet & Siemer, 
2011) whereas others view resilience as a higher-order personality factor representing a 
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conglomeration of various personality attributes (e.g., Lee et al, 2011).  Additionally, 
others (e.g., Maddi, 2007) have examined malleable aspects of resilience in an effort to 
identify methods for increasing resilience among individuals.  The predominant view 
today is that resilience refers to a set of individual attributes that enable an individual to 
resist the negative effects of stress.  Further, although resilience to some extent reflects a 
disposition, resilience also appears to contain malleable components. 
Particularly around World War II, growing interest developed in stress as a 
substantial cause of human dysfunction, and research on resilience focused on attempts to 
identify individuals who would be resistant to the negative effects of stress (e.g., Lazarus, 
1993; Lazarus & Eriksen, 1952).  Interest in resilience focused primarily on individual 
characteristics people lacked, often referred to as deficit models, which kept individuals 
from successfully managing negative effects of stress.  In recent years, there has been a 
call for researchers to move away from such deficit models of resilience toward a more 
positive approach focused on individual characteristics that enable individuals to thrive in 
the face of adversity (e.g., O’Leary & Ickovics, 1995). 
 One prominent model of resilience, developed by Richardson, Neiger, Jensen, and 
Kumpfer (1990), outlined how resilience functions within individuals.  According to 
Richardson et al. (1990), individuals begin at a point of “biopsychospiritual balance” and 
remain in balance as they adapt to life circumstances.  However, as internal and external 
stressors influence their ability to cope, individuals might find themselves out of balance 
and experience “unsuccessful adaptations”.  Over time, individuals respond to stressful 
circumstances in a way that results in one of four outcomes:  1) disruption provides an 
opportunity for growth leading to increased resilience (thriving), resulting in a new, 
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higher level of biopsychospiritual balance, 2) individuals return to their original state of 
balance, and therefore simply “get through” any difficulties they face, 3) individuals 
recover, but experience a loss in their original biopsychospiritual level of balance, or 4) 
individuals experience a dysfunctional state in which they use maladaptive coping 
strategies to deal with the stress and anxiety they experience (succumbing).  Figure 1 
represents this model of resilience.  O’Leary and Ickovics (1995) elaborated on 
Richardson et al.’s (1990) model of resilience by suggesting that the ability to respond to 
challenge and stress in a way that results in improved performance, as opposed to just a 
return to baseline performance, indicates an individual’s ability to thrive in response to 
challenge.    
 
Figure 1.  Model of Resilience (from Richardson, Neiger, Jensen, & Kumpfer, 1990). 
Many researchers (e.g., Connor & Davidson, 2003; O’Leary & Ickovics, 1995; 




capacity to recover to a former state of well-being from stressful and negative events that 
initially resulted in a downturn (a “homeostatic phenomenon” according to Carver, 
1998).  Such theories are common in scientific research and often stem from a biological 
approach to system functioning referred to as homeostasis, first conceptualized by 
Bernard (1865), in which system functions remain in balance until they are required to 
react to external stimuli that potentially force the system out of balance (Cannon, 1926).  
Hering (1878) proposed a similar model applied to visual perception known as opponent 
process theory that was later expanded by various psychologists to explain various 
phenomena such as motivation (e.g., Solomon & Corbit, 1973) and job satisfaction 
(Landy, 1978).  For example, Landy (1978) suggested that each individual maintains a 
basic level of job satisfaction (equilibrium) that can be impacted by changes in the 
workplace (e.g., a pay raise or change in job duties) that place the individual in a state of 
disequilibrium although Landy claimed most individuals eventually return to their 
original state of satisfaction. 
Other models of resilience exist, and Garmezy, Masten, and Tellegen (1984) 
identified three types of resilience models:  compensatory, challenge, and protective 
factor models, which along with a higher-order model of resilience by Lee et al. (2001) 
are reviewed below.  Compensatory models of resilience suggest that individual 
characteristics (e.g., optimism) neutralize exposure to risk (Garmezy et al., 1984).  For 
example, Werner and Smith (1982) demonstrated the direct, independent influence 
optimism could have on a particular outcome of interest (e.g., performance), thereby 
negating potential negative repercussions of stress resulting from challenging 
circumstances.  Werner and Smith (1982) identified four compensatory factors among 
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resilient adults residents of the island Kauai that lowered or ameliorated stress throughout 
participants’ development.  Those four factors were:  1) the tendency to perceive events 
as positive, 2) the ability to gain positive attention from others, 3) a strong reliance on 
faith that results in a positive view of life, and 4) an active approach toward problem 
solving. 
 Challenge models of resiliency view (non-excessive) stressors as a source of 
arousal, potentially enhancing positive adaptation (Garmezy et al., 1984).  This model is 
similar to Atkinson’s (1974) model of achievement motivation, which suggested that too 
little stress is not challenging enough to enhance performance whereas too much stress 
becomes debilitating.  Such models can be represented by the Yerkes-Dodson Law 
(1908), which suggests that arousal motivates individuals to perform but only to a point, 
and when arousal levels are too high they result in lowered performance.  Thus, moderate 
levels of challenge provide just the right amount of motivation to enhance performance.  




Other models, such as Masten’s (1989) model, considered the existence of 
protective factors--variables that interact with stress to reduce the potential negative 
outcomes of stress.  Protective factors identified through research included cognitive 
ability, social know-how, and socio-economic status. 
Researchers have continued to use the concept of psychological resilience and 
other related factors (e.g., optimism) to evaluate individuals’ abilities to react positively 
during stressful, difficult, and challenging situations though the question remains as to 
how these characteristics enable resilience (e.g., do they protect the individual from stress 
or do they neutralize exposure to stress).  Under any model, resilience appears to be a 
conglomeration of individual variables that enable a person to react to and cope with 
stress and adversity without suffering negative consequences.  Many researchers continue 
to examine other individual characteristics that might enable one to demonstrate 
resilience.  




Lee et al. (2011) developed a higher order model of resilience for those who work 
in high-stress occupations and face the possibility of traumatic situations.  They evaluated 
a model containing intrapersonal resilience factors (i.e., Big Five personality traits, 
dispositional affect and optimism, hardiness, mastery, and self-esteem) as well as the 
interpersonal factor of social support.  Examination of the model suggested that resilience 
is comprised of the lower-order factors of Big Five personality traits, positive affect, and 
mastery, all of which correlated with social support.  However, Lee et al. (2001) 
suggested that future research continue to examine the process by which the above 
psychological factors influence occupational performance and health outcomes.   
Although Lee et al. (2011) did not find hardiness to play a significant role in 
resilience, others (e.g., Maddi & Khoshaba, 1994) viewed hardiness as an indicator of 
mental health, thus indicating psychological resilience.  Further, many resilience scales 
such as the CD-RISC (Connor & Davidson, 2003) incorporate Kobasa’s (1979) original 
hardiness items.  Kobasa (1979) characterized hardiness as a multidimensional 
personality attribute that enabled individuals experiencing stress to remain healthy.   
Initial stress research has focused on stressful events as precursors to physical 
diseases and psychological disorders and tended to ignore the fact that some individuals, 
despite being highly stressed, tended to remain healthy.  Thus, Kobasa (1979) theorized 
that individuals’ ability to remain healthy in times of stress resulted from a hardy 
personality structure that differentiated them from other individuals who experienced 
health declines as a result of stressful circumstances.  This viewpoint was supported when 
a 12-year natural experiment occurred at Illinois Bell Telephone, which faced difficult 
challenges during an upheaval in response to federally regulated changes to the industry 
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(Maddi & Kobasa, 1984).  During a time of great corporate changes, which occurred 
halfway through the 12-year evaluation, researchers noticed that two thirds of managers 
experienced deteriorations in health and performance whereas the remaining one third 
appeared to thrive by performing more effectively and feeling more fulfilled in their 
work.  Maddi and Kobasa (1984) attributed this ability to thrive to hardiness among 
managers.   
Research on hardiness (e.g., Kobasa, 1979; Maddi & Kobasa, 1984) has described 
three characteristics of hardy individuals.  First, individuals who tend to have a greater 
sense of control over their lives tend to remain healthier than those individuals who feel 
powerless.  Additionally, those who are committed to various aspects of their lives, 
particularly self commitment, tend to remain healthier than those who feel alienated, in 
part because they are better able to recognize their values and goals, thus prioritizing their 
efforts toward success.  Finally, individuals who tend to view change as a challenge to be 
overcome rather than as a threat remain healthier.  Hardiness was found to relate to 
occupational health and performance (Maddi & Kobasa, 1984) as well as academic 
performance (Maddi et al., 2012) and athletic performance (Maddi & Hess, 1992). 
Research on hardiness by Maddi (2006) has suggested that hardiness is “a 
combination of attitudes that provides the courage and motivation to do the hard, strategic 
work of turning stressful circumstances from potential disasters into growth 
opportunities” (p. 160).  Thus, hardiness could explain why some individuals who 
experience challenging circumstances not only maintain status quo and effectively adapt 
to such circumstances but also grow and improve as individuals.  Whereas some 
researchers (e.g., Snyder & Lopez, 2007) expect that factors such as optimism serve as 
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beneficial methods of coping with stress, others (Maddi, 2002; 2006; Maddi & Kobasa, 
1984) believe that hardiness attitudes lead to not only enhanced health but also improved 
performance by facilitating effective actions (e.g., seeking social support, problem-
solving coping).  Further, Maddi (2006) named effectiveness in carrying out difficult 
tasks, taking on leadership roles, and creativity as positive outcomes of a hardy 
personality.  Bonanno (2004) called hardiness a pathway to resilience in stressful 
circumstances, and hardiness might be beneficial in circumstances in which individuals 
are faced with challenges that are anxiety provoking.  However, as was the case with 
research on resilience, hardiness is conceptualized as a set of attitudes that enable a 
person to endure stressful circumstances without experiencing the negative effects 
experienced by most (e.g., worsened health) although research on hardiness has yet to 
examine the impact of these attitudes among individuals who seek out stressful and 
challenging situations rather than merely reacting to them when need be.  Thus, hardiness 
might explain aspects of personality that help one to endure challenging circumstances, 
and its relationship with psychological resilience warrants further examination, but 
further examination of hardiness among individuals who seek challenges in addition to 
simply viewing challenges as opportunities is necessary to understand the full impact of 
such perceptions. 
Not all individuals simply react to stress and challenges.  Research on resilience 
seems to view challenge as an event that requires a response, and some individuals 
inherently respond well.  However, this view does not provide a complete picture of 
challenge.  In fact, some individuals actively pursue challenge.  In other words, whereas 
some individuals proceed happily through their days until faced with challenges that 
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require responses (e.g., conflict in the workplace, broken equipment), other individuals 
seem to seek out challenging circumstances that induce stress.  For example, an 
emergency room surgeon is not going to seek a challenge by purposefully making a 
surgery more difficult although she might respond positively to an unanticipated problem 
during the surgery (an example of resilience).  On the other hand, Sir Edmund Hillary, 
the first man to reach the summit of Mount Everest, did not have to climb the mountain.  
Instead, he sought out the challenge, and when asked why replied, “Because it’s there”.  
To date, we lack knowledge about why some individuals pursue challenge although we 
appear to have a broad understanding of how individuals react to challenge.  Further, 
although I suspect that individuals can be trained to pursue challenge, some individuals 
might be predisposed to seek challenge.  As such, we would be well served to examine an 
individual’s tendency to pursue challenge as a potential antecedent of resilience. 
Characteristics and Assumptions about Pursuing Challenge 
 As previously mentioned, pursuing challenge represents a proactive approach to 
stress whereas resilience has focused on individuals’ reactions to stressful and 
challenging events.  Pursuing challenge examines the extent to which individuals seek out 
stressful and challenging events on purpose.  I define pursuing challenge as proactively 
seeking challenging circumstances other individuals would avoid due to high levels of 
perceived stress and/or potential for failure.  I posit that the challenge is sought because it 
provides stimulation, motivation, and the opportunity to demonstrate ability.  Pursuing 
challenge likely has a stable component although it can be shaped by such influences as 
intentional manipulations and personal experience.  Some individuals are likely possess a 
higher level of the tendency to pursue challenge, compared to individuals low in pursuing 
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challenge who appear to prefer waiting for challenges to occur (if they do at all) rather 
than purposefully seeking them out.   
I expect that individuals who pursue challenge do so for a variety of reasons.  The 
anticipation of stress resulting from challenges could provide motivation that enables the 
individual to act.  Thus, the individual experiences an increase in arousal that enables her 
to prepare properly for the upcoming challenge.  Such preparations could include 
managing physiological changes (which are beyond the scope of this document) and 
psychological changes (such as strategy development and goal selection).  Also, pursuing 
challenge enables individuals to demonstrate and test their knowledge, skills, and abilities 
(KSAs).  Individuals who pursue challenge likely possess high levels of characteristics 
such as self-efficacy and need for achievement that lead them to seek opportunities to 
demonstrate their abilities, but individuals who pursue challenge are expected to go 
beyond wanting to demonstrate these characteristics.  Bandura (1977) stated that 
successful performances are some of the most powerful influences on psychological 
change.  As such, individuals who pursue challenge might be more concerned with 
developing and improving these characteristics and view challenges as a unique method 
through which to do so.   
Baum (1973) suggested that individuals learn more from aggregated experience 
rather than individual events.  Therefore, it is assumed that although individuals learn 
from single successes and failures, the aggregated effects of successes and failures 
experienced over time have greater impact on individual development and learning.  
Further, whereas some individuals might simply practice a skill, the individual who 
pursues challenge might look for difficult situations in which he can practice the skill 
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with the belief that the challenge itself might result in faster or greater increases in the 
skill.  By developing and demonstrating individual KSAs in a variety of difficult 
situations, individuals are likely to believe that those KSAs are transferable to other 
contexts, either those that are easier or those that possess some particular characteristic of 
the challenge itself, enabling the individual to better adapt across a variety of settings 
(e.g., “if I can make it here I can make it anywhere”).  Thus, the extent to which an 
individual possesses a stable disposition to pursue challenge might lead her to seek out 
challenges as opportunities.   
 Another characteristic of individuals who pursue challenge might be the ability to 
focus on being challenged as opposed to immediate performance outcomes (i.e., success 
or failure).  Thus, the challenge itself becomes detached from the outcome of the 
challenge.  In this respect, challenges are not necessarily negative events (as many 
perceive challenges to be) but can be a positive contextual circumstance that provides a 
unique benefit over less challenging circumstances.  Such a viewpoint might be what 
enables someone to persevere through difficult situations more so than another 
individual.  Further, someone who pursues challenge might value the process of being 
challenged and expect to be able to exhibit increasing control over the circumstances.  
Greater perceived control might allow for a greater focus on the process, less focus on 
immediate outcomes, and greater focus on eventual or more distal outcomes.  This 
longer-term focus might better prepare (e.g., develop additional resources) individuals for 
future challenges.  As a result, individuals who pursue challenge might be willing to 
pursue challenging circumstances that are accompanied by greater risk.  The greater risk 
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is accompanied by a higher probability of short-term failure but possibly a higher 
probability of long-term success.  
 Also, I expect that pursuing challenge might explain why some individuals are 
more resilient to stressful events.  Some individuals thrive in the face of stress and 
challenging events (i.e., are resilient) whereas others tend to fold under pressure (i.e., are 
not resilient).  People who seek out challenges might experience self-inflicted increases 
in anxiety, which motivates them to greater action (e.g., better preparation) and ultimately 
improved performance.  Consequently, individuals who pursue challenge are potentially 
more prepared for the challenge and might demonstrate greater resilience by reacting 
well to the challenge.  Further, to the extent that individuals gain experience in effectively 
managing challenging and stressful circumstances, that experience might be beneficial in 
future conditions that induce similar levels of stress.   Thus, individuals with higher 
dispositional levels of pursuing challenge might be better prepared to handle anxiety that 
develops under stress because they feel more in control of the circumstance and therefore 
experience fewer negative effects of stress (e.g., they perceive less anxiety).  Overall, 
resilient reactions to stress and challenge could reflect in part individuals’ dispositions to 
pursue challenge. 
Seeking challenging experiences could provide individuals with experience in a 
variety of settings that test and enhance their abilities.  Thus, these individuals might 
develop more accurate expectancies of their performance in a variety of contexts because 
prior experience in challenging circumstances provided feedback about the individual’s 
skills, abilities, and overall ability to perform.  Therefore, pursuing challenge could 
provide a self-regulatory benefit in that it could enable individuals to assess their current 
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standing in relation to a specific skill or ability, compared to their ideal level of that skill 
or ability.  Because these individuals are likely to be concerned with improvement, 
pursuing challenge could provide additional opportunities to develop skills and abilities.  
Although the increased risk might increase the opportunity for failure, individuals who 
pursue challenge are more likely to view such failure as a learning opportunity that 
enables them to “fail better” and continue to develop until they ultimately succeed.  
Overall, pursuing challenge could provide useful experience that enables the continued 
development of the individual, and I argue that some individuals are more likely to seek 
out such experiences.  As such, I expect that pursuing challenge will positively relate to 
state aspects of resilience. 
H1:  Pursuing challenge will positively relate to resilience. 
Potentially Related Variables 
I suggest that pursuing challenge is distinct from and provides additional insight 
into individual characteristics that affect resilience and ultimately performance.  Pursuing 
challenge likely relates to these variables, yet as is the case with resilience, I believe 
many related variables focus on reacting to rather than seeking out challenges.  Further, 
many related constructs focus on immediate performance outcomes whereas pursuing 
challenge has a more long-term view of performance, resulting in key differences 
between related constructs and pursuing challenge.  In this respect, examining the extent 
to which individuals pursue challenge might provide broader insight into which 
individuals demonstrate higher levels of need for achievement, self-efficacy, and other 
constructs that often demonstrate strong predictive relationships with successful 
performance.  However, rather than focusing on how such qualities (e.g., self-efficacy) 
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enable individuals to react in a resilient fashion, examining individuals’ tendency to 
pursue challenge might provide additional insights into those individuals who take a 
proactive rather than reactive approach to stressful circumstances.  
Need for achievement.  Murray (1938) considered need for achievement to be 
one of twenty basic human needs and believed that every individual has an inherent 
desire for achievement.  Need for achievement represents a stable characteristic in which 
an individual exhibits a motivational disposition toward demonstrating competence or at 
least avoiding demonstrations of incompetence (Elliot & Dweck, 2005; McClelland, 
Atkinson, Clark, & Lowell, 1953).  Some researchers have suggested that need for 
achievement is only relevant in achievement related contexts (e.g., triggered by 
competition).  Helmreich and Spence (1978) suggested that need for achievement is 
multi-dimensional and includes a need for mastery and as well as a need for interpersonal 
competition.  However many researchers (e.g., Jackson, 1974) focus only on need for 
mastery in their work.  Elliot and Church (1997) found that individuals high in need for 
achievement were more apt to adopt mastery-approach and performance-approach goals.  
However, individuals high in need for achievement might be motivated also to avoid 
failure and to react to failure with shame and embarrassment (McClelland et al., 1953). 
Need for achievement might be related to pursuing challenge in that individuals 
who are likely to pursue challenges potentially do so because they possess a strong, stable 
desire for achievement.  Pursuing challenges could enable an individual to demonstrate 
his ability and, assuming he succeeds, demonstrate mastery over the challenge while 
outperforming others who fail or do not attempt the challenge at all.  However, pursuing 
challenge differs from need for achievement in that pursuing challenge is not focused 
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solely upon demonstrating competence or avoiding failure.  Rather, I posit that 
individuals who pursue challenge will be more concerned with their overall development 
rather than focused on more immediate successes.  In other words, these individuals are 
not focused on demonstrating competence through a single event but in developing 
competence through the process of being challenged.  Thus, an individual high in need 
for achievement might attempt a challenge in order to demonstrate mastery over the 
challenge and others, but an individual high in pursing challenge might pursue challenges 
as a method to further develop his skills and abilities over time.  Whereas the possibility 
of immediate failure exists, an individual high in pursing challenge might not view the 
experience of failure as a negative event because in the long run the experience enables 
him to further develop his skills and abilities, resulting in stronger competencies for 
future challenges.  The individual who is high in need for achievement, on the other hand, 
might feel shame or embarrassment because he has failed. 
 Self-efficacy.  Bandura (1977) defined self-efficacy as the extent to which 
individuals believe in their abilities to obtain a specific outcome.  Although individuals 
might possess a stable belief in their abilities, self-efficacy also has malleable aspects in 
that such beliefs can change.  Individuals with high levels of self-efficacy behave in ways 
that are appropriate to attain a particular outcome such as a performance goal.  
Individuals who believe they have the ability to attain a specific goal are likely to persist 
in their efforts because they believe their goal will be met.  Circumstances that are 
perceived as threatening or beyond the individual’s capabilities tend to be avoided as 
most individuals expect that in such situations goals will not be met (Bandura, 1977).   
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 Individuals who pursue challenge likely possess high levels of dispositional self-
efficacy.   Challenges are inherently difficult, and most people do not seek out challenges 
because of the high likelihood of increased, possibly debilitating stress and failure.  Thus, 
it is important that individuals believe they can successfully pursue the challenge before 
they actually attempt the challenge.  However, pursuing challenge goes beyond just a 
belief that one can behave in a way that will result in goal attainment.  Someone who 
pursues challenge probably has an inherent belief in her ability, but the belief might be in 
her ability to manage the process of being challenged and not necessarily the belief she 
can succeed initially on a task in general.  Further, beliefs in one’s ability to be successful 
(self-efficacy) can change based upon the experience of success or failure.  However, an 
individual’s tendency to pursue challenge enables him to focus on the process of being 
challenged in an attempt at personal development and is therefore expected to be a more 
stable characteristic in light of any experienced failures.   
Proactive personality.  Bateman and Crant (1993) defined proactive personality 
as a stable attribute reflecting the extent to which individuals attempt to control and 
influence their environment.  Individuals high in proactive personality seek to effect 
environmental change.  Thus, these individuals continually seek opportunities and take 
initiative in order to improve their situation.  Individuals high in proactive personality 
“create situations and environments conducive to effective performance” (Crant, 1995).  
Therefore, I expect that pursuing challenge is related to proactive personality because 




  Although both proactive personality and pursuing challenge are stable 
characteristics, individuals who pursue challenge differ from those with proactive 
personalities in that individuals who pursue challenge do not necessarily seek to alter 
their environment for immediate gain but instead attempt to use the challenging situation 
itself as a method through which they can develop their own knowledge, skills, and 
abilities.  Thus, individuals who pursue challenge might not attempt to change the 
environment to enhance the potential for immediate success but instead believe the 
inherent risk associated with the experience at hand might help them develop in order to 
successfully face future challenges as well as immediate challenges.  As such, I propose 
the following hypotheses to examine the relationships between pursuing challenge and 
the constructs of need for achievement, self-efficacy, and proactive personality. 
H2A:  Pursuing challenge is positively correlated with need for achievement. 
H2B:  Pursuing challenge is positively correlated with general self-efficacy. 
H2C:  Pursuing challenge is positively correlated with proactive personality. 
 Optimism and pessimism.  Cognitive orientations such as an individual’s 
tendency to be optimistic or pessimistic can influence individual perceptions of life 
events.  Hackman, Jones, and McGrath (1967) defined optimism as “the degree to which 
the general point of view or tone of a product can be characterized as ‘positive’ or 
optimistic … as opposed to ‘negative’ or pessimistic”.  Further, they clarified that 
optimists possess a positive outlook and are supportive whereas pessimists are often 
disapproving and antagonistic (1967).  Scheier, Weintraub, and Carver (1986) found that 
optimists differed from pessimists in coping styles.  Optimists engaged in problem-
focused coping strategies such as taking direct, constructive action more often when 
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faced with stressful circumstances.  Spector, Jex, and Chen (1995) expected that the 
tendency to engage in problem-focused coping strategies led optimists to seek out 
challenging jobs, ultimately influencing the types of job in which optimists could be 
found.  It is possible that optimists pursue challenge because they have predisposed 
notions about the outcomes of challenges.   
However, individuals who pursue challenge are not completely focused on the 
outcome.  In fact, they separate the challenge itself from potential outcomes, focusing on 
the process of being challenged.  Norem and Cantor (1986a) found that cognitive 
orientations (e.g., optimism and defensive pessimism) served as strategies individuals 
used to navigate through risky situations.  Once individuals who possessed certain 
cognitive orientations performed a task, they often did so at higher levels than expected, 
which enabled them to avoid failure and experience some level of success.   
Thus, how people perceive risky (i.e., challenging) situations that induce anxiety 
influences how individuals react in regard to performance expectations.  Norem and 
Cantor (1986b) labeled one specific strategy as defensive pessimism and described it as a 
strategy in which individuals set extremely low expectations before attempting a task in 
order to prepare for potential failure.  For example, some individuals strategically set 
expectations low in order to avoid a self-fulfilling prophecy expecting failure (Norem & 
Cantor, 1986b).  In other words, low expectations motivated individuals to work hard in 
order to avoid failure.  In an examination of the use of cognitive orientation strategies 
among collegiate softball players, Wilson and Steinke (2002) found that optimists 
reported lower levels of both predicted and actual pre-competition anxiety, with similar 
trends found among defensive pessimists compared to realistic pessimists (individuals 
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who both expect and experience failure).  Further, Wilson and Steinke (2002) found that 
cognitive orientation style was a better indicator of pre-performance anxiety than 
perceived difficulty of the task.   
However, these orientations are focused on primarily the expected outcomes 
associated with challenging (anxiety inducing) circumstances.  How these perceptions 
potentially relate to someone’s tendency to pursue challenging circumstances is not yet 
known.  Because optimists tend to believe they can successfully handle a challenge, they 
might be more likely to pursue a challenge.  On the other hand, pessimists might not 
expect to be able to manage a challenge despite the possibility for success and therefore 
avoid pursuing challenges, simply waiting and only dealing with challenges when they 
present themselves and cannot be avoided.  Thus, pursuing challenge is likely to be 
positively related to optimism but negatively related to pessimism.  Defensive pessimists, 
on the other hand, might find themselves stimulated by the challenge itself and want to 
prove their abilities, suggesting a positive relationship with pursuing challenge.  
However, the relationship with pursuing challenge could be negative because they expect 
to fail in their attempt to achieve success (the outcome).  As such, I expect that 
individuals characterized as optimists, pessimists, and defensive pessimists will differ in 
their tendency to pursue challenge although defensive pessimists will demonstrate a 
relationship with pursuing challenge similar to optimists because their specific orientation 
enables them to focus primarily on the process of being challenged rather than the 
expected outcome. 
H3A:  Pursuing challenge is positively related to optimism.  
H3B:  Pursuing challenge is negatively related to pessimism.  
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H3C:  Pursuing challenge is positively related to defensive pessimism.  
Grit.  Grit is another construct that also explains why some individuals are able to 
persevere through challenging circumstances, and therefore might relate to an 
individual’s potential to pursue such situations.  However, research on grit is in its 
infancy and its relationship with resilience is only now being explored.   
Duckworth, Peterson, Matthews and Kelly (2007) defined grit as “perseverance 
and passion for long-term goals” (p. 1087).  Individuals with grit are expected to work 
hard toward challenging goals with continued focus and effort over time despite adversity 
such as failures or plateaus in progress (Duckworth et al., 2007).  Grit is a common 
subject among educational research (e.g., Duckworth et al., 2007; Duckworth, Kirby, 
Tsukayama, Berstein & Ericsson, 2010) and is considered an important factor of high 
achievement that is related to personality, particularly conscientiousness.  When 
Duckworth et al. (2007) developed the Grit Scale, higher levels of grit were found among 
more educated adults and appeared to increase with age, suggesting that individuals learn 
from experience that quitting or changing goals are not productive strategies.  Research 
has shown that grit is related to GPA (though not SAT scores), completion of training 
programs and subsequent first-year retention among military cadets,  (Duckworth et al., 
2007), and spelling bee competition although not verbal IQ (Duckworth et al., 2007; 
2010).  Maddi et al., (2012) found grit and hardiness to be predictors of retention among 
first year cadets at the U.S. Military Academy (USMA) although only hardiness predicted 
first-year performance.   
 Individuals who pursue challenge potentially possess increased levels of grit, 
which might help them persevere through such challenges.  This relationship should be 
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examined further.  Much of the research on grit to date examined how high levels of grit 
enable individuals to persevere through challenges.  In other words, a stressful and 
challenging situation arises, and gritty individuals are better able to persist through those 
challenges.  Again, this stream of research only focuses on the individual’s reaction to 
stress and challenge.  If some individuals seek out challenges, one could assume that 
those who pursue challenge also possess the ability to persevere through such challenges 
(i.e., pursuing challenge has a positive relationship with grit).   Further, the tendency to 
pursue challenge might explain why some people are able to persevere through more 
difficult and stressful events than others.   
H4:  Pursuing challenge is positively related to grit.  
Personality.  Theories of personality describe individuals in terms of traits related 
to behaviors, and psychologists have long tried to identify basic structures for classifying 
personality factors (e.g., Allport & Odbert, 1936; Costa & McCrae, 1985; 1992b).  
Historically, Sir Francis Galton believed that personality characteristics would become 
embedded in the use of language (see Shrout & Fiske, 1995), ultimately leading Allport 
and Odbert (1936) to identify a list of over 4000 adjectives that described various 
personality traits.  Eventually Cattell (1946; 1957) used this list to identify 35 clusters of 
personality traits (which he called the “personality sphere”) that in turn were refined into 
16 major personality factors.  Over time, research on personality traits developed into a 
trend of examining broad personality factors expected to provide a conceptual framework 
for integrating theory and research, culminating in the Five Factor Model (FFM) of 
personality, commonly referred to as the Big Five (see O’Connor, 2002 for a review).   
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The FFM of personality provides a framework for assessing personality in 
individuals.  In this model, five global domains (Extraversion, Agreeableness, Openness, 
Emotional Stability–also called Neuroticism–and Conscientiousness) are broad traits that 
consistently relate to numerous individual performance criteria (Barrick, Stewart, 
Neubert, & Mount, 1998).  According to Barrick and Mount (1991), extraverts are 
“sociable, gregarious, assertive, talkative, and active.”  Traits associated with emotional 
stability include “anxious, depressed, angry, embarrassed, emotional, worried, and 
insecure,” whereas traits associated with agreeableness are “being courteous, flexible, 
trusting, good-natured, cooperative, forgiving, soft-hearted, and tolerant.”  Additionally, 
conscientiousness “reflects dependability; that is, being careful, thorough, responsible, 
organized, and planful” and openness is associated with “being imaginative, cultured, 
curious, original, broad-minded, intelligent, and artistically sensitive.”   
Many researchers rely on the FFM to evaluate and predict behaviors, often 
focusing on single personality domains (e.g., extraversion predicts for managers and sales 
personnel,  = .18 and .15, respectively; Barrick & Mount, 1991).  Industrial and 
organizational psychologists often assess levels of conscientiousness among applicants, 
as it is highly associated with performance in the workplace ( = .22; Barrick & Mount, 
1991).  However, other researchers (e.g., Mershon & Gorsuch, 1988; Paunonen & 
Ashton, 2001) have suggested that broad, comprehensive traits are worse predictors than 
narrower, more specific traits.  Narrower facets of broader traits are expected to predict 
better in specific contexts (Ashton, Lee, Goldberg, & de Vries (2009).  Further, Ashton et 
al. (2009) suggested that tests of personality will more fully represent individual 
personalities if tests evaluate several facets of each of the major personality domains.  In 
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other words, a scale that effectively evaluates specific facets across the FFM of 
personality would provide more valuable information for predicting behavior and 
performance within specific (e.g., contextual) criteria.   I suspect that pursuing challenge 
will relate to various facets of the FFM that extend across broad traits, thereby allowing 
for better prediction of behavior in challenging circumstances.   
I posit that pursuing challenge is a narrower construct that could prove beneficial 
for predicting individual behaviors within specific contexts (e.g., difficult occupations).  
Individuals who pursue challenge might be more open, allowing them to seek and pursue 
challenging opportunities through which they experience stimulation and engagement in 
the situation itself.  Further, being open to challenges can potentially allow them 
opportunities to demonstrate their abilities.  Also, because challenging situations might 
allow them to engage in stimulating opportunities, individuals who pursue challenge 
might be high in conscientiousness (Barrick & Mount, 1991).  Further, considering the 
difficult nature of challenging circumstances, some degree of emotional stability is 
necessary so that an individual is able to persevere through challenges, taking the 
necessary time to complete the full scope of the difficult task.  Finally, challenging 
circumstances require the ability to adapt and remain flexible in strategy in order to 
pursue the task, thus indicating potentially high levels of agreeableness.  However, 
broadly examining these five personality domains might not provide a complete and 
accurate description of the type of person likely to pursue challenge. 
Examination of specific facets of FFM personality domains would provide 
substantial additional information that otherwise might remain undiscovered regarding 
the type of individual to pursue challenge.  For instance, although someone high in the 
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personality domain of conscientiousness might pursue challenge more often, researchers 
might better understand why individuals pursue challenge by examining various facets of 
conscientiousness:  self-efficacy, orderliness, dutifulness, achievement striving, self 
discipline, and cautiousness.  More specifically, I expect that the tendency to pursue 
challenge will relate positively to the self-discipline and achievement striving facets 
because individuals who are able to persist on difficult tasks, accompanied by the desire 
to succeed in spite of challenges they face, probably attempt challenging circumstances 
more often.  However, those individuals who score high in the facet of cautiousness 
potentially pursue challenge less often.  
H5A:  Pursuing challenge will relate to the dutifulness, self-discipline and 
achievement striving facets of conscientiousness, but not cautiousness.   
Also pursuit of challenge could relate to openness although it is more probable 
that pursuing challenge would relate to specific facets such as adventurousness and 
intellect.  I expect that individuals who pursue challenges seek out new potential 
performance domains as opportunities for stimulation and engagement.  This 
characteristic exemplifies the adventurous personality found in individuals who like to try 
new things simply because they seek variety.  Additionally, individuals high in intellect 
like to play with ideas and are open minded to new opportunities (http://ipip.ori.org/).   
H5B:  Pursuing challenge will relate to the adventurousness, intellect, and 
imagination facets of openness, but not artistic interests or liberalism.   
Facets related to extraversion that I expect to be more indicative of individuals 
who pursue challenge include assertiveness, excitement-seeking, and activity level.  
Individuals who pursue challenge are likely to be assertive, taking control of their lives 
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and seeking out challenges that test their abilities.  Further, individuals who pursue 
challenge might prefer the stimulation that comes from seeking out challenges and might 
participate in a variety of activities in order to find potential challenges.  However, the 
facet of friendliness might not necessarily relate to pursuing challenge because 
individuals who seek challenge might do so regardless of involvement with others, 
signifying that this particular facet might not signify an important characteristic of 
extraversion related to pursuit of challenge. 
H5C:  Pursuing challenge will relate to the assertiveness, excitement-seeking, and 
activity level facets of extraversion, but not friendliness.   
Individuals who score high on agreeableness often are concerned with 
cooperation and harmony (http://ipip.ori.org/).  I do not expect that being agreeable is 
strongly related to the tendency to pursue challenge because I do not expect individuals 
who pursue challenge to be primarily concerned with putting the interests of others above 
or below their own interests.  Rather, individuals who pursue challenge are interested in 
demonstrating their abilities to harness anxiety and stress in order to perform successfully 
and doing so might require the assistance and involvement of others.  However, 
individuals who pursue challenge might score high on morality because they are likely to 
be straightforward about what they need to do in order to manage their anxiety and 
motivation.  Such individuals might be more modest than others because they seek out 
the opportunity to perform well as a way of proving their abilities to themselves more so 
than to other individuals. 
H5D:  Pursuing challenge will relate to the morality, cooperation, and modesty 
facets of agreeableness, but not trust or altruism.   
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Finally, because individuals who pursue challenge must be continually focused 
throughout the process of being challenged, I expect that they must maintain some degree 
of emotional stability (neuroticism).  Individuals high in anxiety might be afraid in 
specific situations.  However, someone who pursues challenge might experience a 
different reaction to anxiety and become motivated by feelings of anxiety.  Under such 
circumstances individuals might be motivated to prepare and actively engage in 
subsequent challenges.  However, because these individuals actively engage in stressful 
circumstances, I believe that they perceive such circumstances as less stress and anxiety 
inducing than individuals who do not pursue challenge.  Thus, pursuing challenge might 
negatively relate to anxiety, or even fail to demonstrate a significant relationship with 
anxiety.  Further, pursuing challenge could be related to angry hostility and vulnerability 
because individuals who pursue challenge likely are confident, poised, and clear-thinking 
under stress (vulnerability) and less likely to experience frustration (angry hostility) 
because they can persevere through various challenges in a stable emotional state.  I do 
not expect that pursuing challenge will relate to depression because individuals who 
pursue challenge are expected to maintain predominantly positive emotions while being 
challenged.   
H5E:  Pursuing challenge will relate to the angry hostility, anxiety, and 
vulnerability facets of neuroticism, but not depression.   
In addition to the above individual characteristics potentially related to pursuing 
challenge, I expect that perceptions of environmental factors might influence whether an 
individual will pursue challenge.  Specifically, perceptions of stress that develop at the 
recognition of a potential challenge influence whether someone pursues challenge. 
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Arousal and anxiety.  Individual behavior in response to challenge can be 
explained to some extent by arousal theory, which describes a curvilinear relationship 
between stress and performance.  When challenges arise, performance can decrease 
because individuals must use cognitive resources to manage anxiety rather than solely 
applying them to their performance, resulting in lowered performance during challenging 
situations.  This behavior stems from the Yerkes-Dodson Law (1908) reviewed above.  
The original arousal model developed by Yerkes and Dodson (1908) suggested that task 
differences influenced the relationship between arousal and performance.  That is, 
difficult tasks required more arousal in order to achieve higher performance up to a 
certain level of arousal.  However, early researchers did not examine the influence of 
individual differences. 
Atkinson (1974) developed a theory of achievement motivation to conceptualize 
individual differences in response to anxiety that ultimately influence performance.  In 
Atkinson’s theory, based in part on prior work by McClelland (e.g., McClelland, 1961) 
individuals’ motivation to achieve is aroused in performance situations in which 
individuals consider themselves responsible for the outcome (i.e., success or failure), 
have explicit knowledge of performance results, and perceive some degree of risk 
concerning performance outcomes.  Based on prior experiences, individuals develop 
levels of expectancy of success (high, intermediate, low) that are used to confront new, 
but similar situations.  These levels of expectancy are related to the perceived difficulty 
of a task, and most individuals choose tasks of intermediate difficulty in an effort to 
optimize their chances for success.  Individuals usually fail at difficult tasks, and easy 
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tasks fail to provide them with the necessary motivation to perform because success is 
almost inevitable.   
These two behaviors, adjusting expectations (high or low expectations of success) 
and failing to act or perform, serve as protective strategies to minimize anxiety.  
However, differences in the ways individuals adjust their expectations (e.g., why one 
person develops high expectations when another sets low expectations) are not fully 
understood.  I suggest that these differences might be explained by better understanding 
individuals’ tendency to pursue challenge.  Individuals who pursue a challenge might 
possess higher or more positive expectations about the challenge itself, regardless of 
potential outcome.  Thus, pursuing challenge is not necessarily tied to the outcome itself 
but rather to the process of actively engaging in the challenge.  Further, expectancies 
about pursuing challenge might subsequently reduce perceived levels of anxiety 
associated with potential failure because the individual could be more focused on the 
process of addressing the challenge rather than the outcome associated with the 
challenge. 
In the realm of sport psychology, Hanin (1986) applied Atkinson’s theory to 
demonstrate how individuals respond to challenging circumstances requiring extensive 
physical and psychological demands (i.e., sports competition).  Sport competition is an 
inherently anxiety-provoking situation as many athletes experience intense emotional 
reactions to success and failure (Figure 2).  Further, athletes often are affected by their 
expectations of potential success and failure, as well as constant evaluation by others 
(e.g., coaches).  Hanin (1986) examined anxiety levels in a variety of sports and at 
various points in time (e.g., pre-performance, during athletic competition, and post-
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performance) and found that athletes exhibited the same consistent tendencies concerning 
reactions to anxiety across sports, demonstrating the same inverted-U pattern 
demonstrated by the Yerkes-Dodson Law (1908) and explained in Atkinson’s (1974) 
theory.  Further, Hanin (1986) found that individual differences existed in reactions to 
anxiety levels and used this information to attempt to predict optimal levels of anxiety 
that facilitated athletic performance.  Thus, not only did the height of the curve differ 
across individuals (indicating differing levels of performance), but the location of the 
curve’s peak differed across individuals, suggesting individuals performed best under 
varying levels of anxiety.  These individual differences in how individuals respond to 
anxiety suggest that some individuals are more aroused, and thus more motivated, under 
higher levels of anxiety and that those individuals, despite experiencing high anxiety, 
have the ability to perform just as well as, if not better than individuals who experience 
less anxiety. 
The above research has provided support for the notion that individual 
differences, particularly in response to anxiety, potentially influence a person’s ability to 
succeed in a challenging situation.  Thus, how people interpret, experience, and manage 
anxiety and stress stemming from challenging situations differs across individuals and 
suggests that some individuals more effectively manage their perceptions of challenging 
situations.  Research has suggested that personality characteristics of individuals help to 
enable some to more effectively manage anxiety (e.g., defensive pessimism) in response 
to stress, I posit that the extent to which an individual pursues challenge might influence 
the individual’s perceptions of stress.  Those who are more likely to pursue challenge 
might experience less anxiety about the challenge itself because they feel the 
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circumstance is under their control because the pursuit of the challenge was their choice.  
Individuals who do not choose to pursue challenge, on the other hand, have to deal with 
challenges when they arise, possibly resulting in perceptions of increased anxiety because 
the challenge is viewed as a problem not under their control that requires a reaction.  
Further, because individuals who are not proactive about seeking a challenge might be 
less prepared for the challenge and might not have developed strategies for addressing the 
challenge. 
H6:  Pursuing challenge is negatively correlated with anxiety. 
Potential Outcomes of Pursuing Challenge 
 Pursuing challenge potentially plays an important role in performance.  
Individuals who pursue challenge are expected to do so because they seek to develop 
themselves, thereby ultimately increasing their performance.   However, performance 
improvements might not be evident right away because they focus more on the process of 
development through challenges and potentially face some failure during the process.  I 
do expect, however, that because individuals who pursue challenge are focused on self-
development and increasing their own knowledge, skills, and abilities, overall such 
individuals are likely to demonstrate higher performance levels.  Further, the other 
constructs potentially related to pursuing challenge are linked to performance as well.  
However, because pursuing challenge is expected to represent a unique (i.e., proactive) 
approach to dealing with stressful situations pursuing challenge potentially accounts for 
unique variance in performance and thus, might help explain why some individuals 
perform better than others in challenging circumstances.  
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H7A:  Pursuing challenge will account for unique variance in performance beyond 
that accounted for by resilience, grit, optimism/pessimism, need for achievement, self-
efficacy, and proactive personality.   
Additional constructs such as satisfaction (Cammann, Fichman, Jenkins, & Klesh, 
1985) and affective commitment (Meyer, Allen, & Smith, 1993) have been linked with 
performance as well.  Pursuing challenge might provide additional insight into these 
constructs and explain why some individuals are inherently more satisfied and/or 
committed to challenging situations.  For instance, the proactive approach to challenges 
taken by some individuals might lead to higher levels of satisfaction and commitment 
because the individuals who proactively seek out such circumstances are likely to feel 
more in control of the situation at hand.  Because such individuals perceive more control 
over stressful situations, they potentially demonstrate greater commitment to the process 
and view resulting outcomes as more satisfactory, regardless of success or failure.  
Further, individuals who pursue challenge potentially perceive difficult tasks as less 
difficult, or at least more manageable, and therefore might report different levels of 
satisfaction and commitment to the challenge, thus explaining why some individuals are 
able to function more effectively in challenging situations.  Overall, understanding any 
potential influence that pursuing challenge might have on such constructs could provide 
additional insights into how the pursuit of challenge might impact performance and 
individual effectiveness.   
H7B:  Pursuing challenge will account for unique variance in affective indicators 
of individual effectiveness beyond that accounted for by resilience, grit, 




The primary goals of my research are to explore the pursuing challenge construct, 
relationships with similar constructs, and whether pursuing challenge accounts for unique 
variance in performance outcomes.  I conducted three studies to pursue these goals.  In 
Study 1, I explored the development of the Pursuing Challenge Questionnaire (PCQ), 
designed to evaluate the extent to which individuals pursue challenge.  In Studies 2 and 3, 
I obtained data from an academic setting and a field setting that examined a variety of 
work domains.  I obtained data in Studies 2 and 3 to validate the PCQ, explore the 
nomological network of the pursuing challenge construct, and examine relationships 
between pursuing challenge and performance.  I summarize Hypotheses 1 through 6, 
addressing predicted relationships between pursuing challenge and other constructs, in 
Table 1. Hypothesis 7 addresses unique variance accounted for in performance and 
affective outcomes.  
Table 1 
Summary of Predictions 
   
  Relationship with Pursuing Challenge 
Hypothesis External 
Variables 
High Moderate Non-Significant 
1 Resilience +   
2A Mastery – Need 
for Achievement  
+   











2B Self-Efficacy +   
2C Proactive 
Personality 
 +  
3A Optimism   +  
3B Pessimism   -  
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 +  
4 Grit  
   Consistency of  
      Interests 
   Perseverance of  





5A Conscientiousness  
   Dutifulness 
   Self-Discipline 
   Achievement  
      Striving 












5B Openness  
   Adventurousness 
   Intellect 
   Imagination 











5C Extraversion  
   Assertiveness 
   Excitement  
      Seeking 
   Activity Level 












5D Agreeableness  
   Morality 
   Cooperation 
   Modesty 










5E Neuroticism  
   Angry Hostility 
   Anxiety 
   Vulnerability 













6 Anxiety  
   State 











II.  METHOD 
I propose multiple studies designed to develop and evaluate the construct of 
pursuing challenge.  I will examine the psychometric characteristics of the Pursuit of 
Challenge Questionnaire (PCQ) and examine relationships with other constructs. 
Study 1:  Scale Development (Pilot) 
A pilot study was conducted to develop a self-report measure of pursuing 
challenge.  This scale was comprised of items assessing pursuing challenge (see 
Appendix A for a full list of initial items).  Additionally, existing measures of related 
constructs (e.g., resilience) were administered to enable examination of the pursuing 
challenge construct within the larger nomological network. 
Participants   
Participants included 588 individuals from two Midwestern universities in the 
United States.  Data was cleaned for missing responses and pattern responding.  Missing 
responses were replaced with mean values when scoring responses.  No individuals were 
removed for pattern responding.  However, those individuals who did not complete at 
least two surveys (i.e., the PCQ and one other survey) were eliminated.  The final sample 
for the pilot study consisted of 397 participants.  All participants were enrolled in 
undergraduate Psychology courses, and all completed the preliminary PCQ as well as 
other scales.  Participants included 265 females (66.8%) and 128 males (32.2%) with a 
mean age of 20.33 years (SD = 5.50).  The majority of participants were Caucasian 





Study 1 Sample Characteristics (Pilot Study) 
Variable Frequency Percent 
Female 265 66.8 
Male 128 32.2 
   
African American  56 14.1 
Asian   5   1.3 
Hispanic   8   2.0 
Native American   1   0.3 
Pacific Islander   0   0.0 
White/Caucasian 300 75.6 
Other  22   5.5 
   
Freshman 236 59.4 
Sophomore 51 12.8 
Junior 54 13.6 
Senior 47 11.8 
Graduate Student 3   0.8 
Non-degree Seeking 1   0.3 





Measures   
Pursuing challenge.  The initial item pool consisted of items developed by the 
primary investigator to represent various characteristics of individuals who are likely to 
pursue challenge.  These items were developed using the proposed definition of pursuing 
challenge, and a sample item is “I seek out challenges”.  Four Industrial/Organizational 
Psychologists reviewed the proposed items and description of individuals who pursue 
challenge and subsequently identified ambiguous or confusing items.  Such items were 
then reworded, resulting in an initial item pool of 129 items (see Appendix A).  
Participants were instructed to remember a time when they were faced with a 
challenging, difficult situation that induced some level of anxiety and to respond to items 
with that situation in mind.  Participants responded to all items using a 5-point graphic 
rating scale (1 = not at all true of me; 5 = very true of me).  Responses were averaged 
with high scores indicating individuals who are more likely to pursue challenge. 
Resilience.  Resilience was measured using a 25-item measure (the CD-RISC) 
developed by Connor and Davidson (2003) and based on previous work by Kobasa 
(1979), Rutter (1985), and Lyons (1991).  An additional 10 items from Carmeli and 
Spreitzer’s (2009) thriving at work measure were used as well for exploratory purposes.  
Participants were instructed to remember a time when they were faced with a 
challenging, difficult situation that induced some level of anxiety.  Participants responded 
to items such as “able to adapt to change” on a 5-point graphic rating scale, ranging from 
(1) “not at all true” to (5) “ very true”.  To compute a resilience score I averaged 
responses on the 25 CD-RISC items in order to retain the original metric of the scale with 
higher scores representing higher levels of resilience.  Connor and Davidson (2003) 
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reported Cronbach’s alpha for the full scale as 0.89.  The full CD-RISC is found in 
Appendix B. 
Grit.  The Grit Scale uses twelve items from Duckworth et al. (2007).  This scale 
measured two dimensions of grit:  consistency of interests (α = .84) and perseverance of 
effort (α = .78) on a 5-point graphic rating scale (1 = not at all true, 5 = very true).  Six 
items evaluated consistency of interests (e.g., “my interests change from year to year” 
which is reverse scored) whereas another six items evaluated perseverance of effort (e.g., 
“I finish whatever I begin”).  Participants were instructed to remember a challenging, 
difficult situation that produced some level of anxiety within them.  Individual scores 
were averaged, and higher scores represent higher levels of each factor.  See Appendix C 
for the Grit Scale. 
Cognitive strategies.  The Life Orientation Test–Revised, developed by Scheier 
and Carver (1985) was used to assess individual differences in generalized optimism and 
pessimism.  Participants were asked to describe how they might think or feel about 
challenging life situations.  The 10-item scale used a 5-point graphic rating response scale 
ranging from (1) “Strongly Disagree” to (5) “Strongly Agree”.  Optimism scores were 
computed by taking the average of optimism items (1, 4, and 10) whereas average scores 
on Items 3, 7, and 9 were used to calculate pessimism scores.  Higher scores indicated 
higher levels of optimism or pessimism.  Four items (2, 5, 6, and 8) were filler items.  
Sample items include “In uncertain times, I usually expect the best” (optimism) and “If 
something can go wrong for me, it will” (pessimism).  Scheier and Carter (1985) reported 
a Cronbach’s alpha for the LOT–R of 0.76 and a test-retest reliability of 0.79.  The LOT-
R is found in Appendix D. 
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Subjective performance.  Several items developed for this study asked questions 
about performance to gain an understanding of how each participant perceived they 
performed in a challenging situation.  Subjective measures of performance were used 
instead of objective measures of performance because individuals were asked to consider 
their own challenging event.  Thus, one specific objective measure of performance was 
not available.  Seven items (e.g., “How well did you perform in the challenging 
situation?”) evaluated subjectively how well participants believed they completed the 
challenging performance (see Appendix E).  These questions were scored using a 5-point 
graphic rating scale with (1) referencing low performance and (5) referencing high 
performance.  Items scores were averaged to indicate an overall subjective performance 
score.  Higher scores indicated better performance.  
Perceived challenge.  Individuals were asked to identify the level of perceived 
challenge associated with the difficult event recalled.  Nine items from a subjective task 
complexity measure developed by Steele-Johnson, Beauregard, Hoover, and Schmidt 
(2000) asked participants to respond on a 5-point scale ranging from (1) “not at all” to (5) 
“very/to a great extent”.  Higher average scores indicated greater perceived challenge.  A 
sample item is “How challenging did you find the situation to be?”  Steele-Johnson et al. 
(2000) reported reliabilities of 0.71 or higher.  This measure is found in Appendix F. 
Satisfaction.  Additionally, individual affect related to performance of the 
challenging event was measured.  Hackman (1987) identified satisfaction and 
commitment as affective reactions to performance.  Overall satisfaction with performance 
on the challenge was measured using Cammann et al.,’s (1985) Michigan Organizational 
Assessment Questionnaire (MOAQ), which is a measure of overall job satisfaction.  This 
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measure was adapted for use in this study by asking participants to respond to questions 
about their level of satisfaction with their performance on the identified challenge (as 
opposed to job satisfaction itself).  For instance, “All in all, I am satisfied with my job” 
was changed to “All in all, I am satisfied with my performance on this challenge”.  
Responses for the three items in the questionnaire ranged from (1) “not at all” to (5) 
“very satisfied”.  Scores were averaged with higher scores reflecting greater satisfaction.  
A meta-analysis by Bowling and Hammond (2008) found the MAOQ to be a valid 
measure of satisfaction and reported a mean sample-weighted internal consistency 
reliability of 0.84.  This measure is available in Appendix G. 
Affective commitment.  Meyer et al.’s (1993) 6-item Affective Commitment 
Scale (ACS) was adapted to assess commitment to the challenging event.  Five items 
from the ACS were re-worded to reflect commitment toward the challenging event in 
question rather than to a specific organization.  For example, “I really feel as if this 
institution’s problems are my own” was reworded as “I really feel as if the problems 
associated with this challenge are my own”.  Participants answered five items using a 5-
point graphic rating scale ranging from (1) “strongly disagree” to (5) “strongly agree”.  
One item (“I do not feel like ‘part of the family’ in my organization”) was not used 
because it was not applicable to the types of challenges evaluated in this study, which are 
challenges viewed from a personal (i.e., individual) perspective.  Scores were averaged 
with higher scores indicating higher affective commitment.  The source article for this 
scale reported alpha levels of 0.85 or greater.  See Appendix H for this scale. 
Demographics.  A demographic survey contained nine questions pertaining to 
individual characteristics (Appendix I).  Biographical information included questions 
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about participants’ age, gender, ethnicity, and educational backgrounds.  Overall 
academic performance was measured objectively by cumulative grade point average 
(GPA), ranging from low (0.0) to high (4.0).  Also, participants were asked to provide 
permission for the primary investigator to obtain their GPAs from the university registrar 
(see Appendix J for the waiver) so that self-reported measures could be validated with 
objective measures of academic performance.  Additional questions addressed the 
challenging event recalled by participants (e.g., “I chose to engage in this challenge”).  
This demographic information was used to assess group differences where applicable. 
Procedure   
Participants were provided access to the study in one of two ways.  Participants 
enrolled in psychology courses that utilized a computerized study management program 
(i.e., SONA) were able to enroll in the study by accessing the program.  Other students 
received forwarded email messages from their professors that described the opportunity 
to participate in the study.  Upon agreeing to consider participating in the study, 
participants were provided with a link to an online survey where they were provided first 
with an overview of the study and asked to provide their consent before receiving access 
to the survey (the consent form is located in Appendix K).   Participants were asked to 
complete the survey in one sitting under controlled conditions (e.g., a private or quiet 
room with few distractions) in an attempt to control environmental conditions.  
Participants who did not have access to a computer or who would rather complete a pen-
and-paper version of the survey could request a hard copy of the survey by emailing the 
primary investigator although none of the participants chose this option.  Participants 
completed surveys in the following order:  pursuing challenge, resilience, grit, 
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optimism/pessimism, subjective performance, perceived challenge, satisfaction, 
commitment, and demographics.  Upon completion of the survey participants were 
provided with a debriefing summary (Appendix L). 
Scale Development  
In order to develop a measure of pursuing challenge for use in future studies, I 
created a summated rating scale that initially contained 129 items expected to describe 
characteristics found among individuals who pursue challenging situations.  The PCQ 
was developed using scale development procedures described by DeVellis (2003) and 
Spector (1992).  
I chose to use a summated rating scale format for the PCQ.  Summated scales are 
used for a variety of reasons because they can demonstrate good psychometric properties 
(i.e., reliability and validity), they are easy and inexpensive to develop, and it is easy for 
respondents to complete such scales (Spector, 1992).  However, potential drawbacks to 
summated scales include the necessary level of literacy among respondents (Spector, 
1992).  Spector (1992) identified four characteristics of summated rating scales.  First, a 
scale must contain multiple items, and responses for each item can be combined.  Second, 
each item is assumed to measure an underlying construct on a quantitative continuum.  
Further, there are no correct responses to items, and finally, each item of the scale is a 
statement that individuals can rate to reflect their own responses.  To develop the PCQ, it 
was necessary to use multiple items because pursuing challenge was expected to be a 
broad construct that would not be easy to address with a single item.  Further, using 
multiple items allows random measurement errors to average out (Spector, 1992). 
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Constructing the PCQ was a multistep process.  I followed the five major steps of 
scale construction according to Spector (1992).  DeVellis (2003) identified a similar 
procedure for scale development although his procedure broke down the same five steps 
identified by Spector (1992) into eight steps.  The first step involved defining the 
construct of pursuing challenge as clearly and precisely as possible.  This step was 
extremely important because it determined exactly what the PCQ was intended to 
measure.  The second step included designing the scale itself.  I used a 5-point graphic 
rating response set to allow for increased precision among individual responses and wrote 
the following instructions:  “Remember a time when you were faced with a challenging, 
difficult situation that induced some level of anxiety in you.  Rate the extent to which the 
following phrases were true of you during the challenging event using the scale 
provided.”  To examine pursuing challenge in a specific setting (e.g., academic settings), 
instructions could be revised to add the words “in a [blank] setting” after the words 
“faced with a challenging, difficult situation”.  Then I wrote the initial item pool of 129 
items to reflect the proposed construct of pursuing challenge and characteristics of 
individuals who are likely to pursue challenge. 
The third step of scale development involved asking four individuals with Ph.D. 
degrees in Industrial/Organizational Psychology to review the initial item set.  These 
individuals critiqued the scale and indicated items that were potentially ambiguous or 
confusing.  Identified items were rewritten based on the reviewers’ feedback. 
The fourth step involved administering all items to undergraduate students in a 
pilot study.  Data obtained from the pilot study was subjected to item analysis and 
resulted in a smaller set of items that were evaluated in terms of internal consistency, as 
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measured by Cronbach’s alpha (Cronbach, 1951).  Items that demonstrated an internally 
consistent scale were used in the fifth and final step without revision.  The fifth step 
involved validating and norming the scale.    At this point, a series of validation studies 
were conducted to verify that the scale demonstrated hypothesized relationships with 
other constructs.  Additionally, distributional characteristics of the population were 
estimated once the scale was administered to a large enough sample of respondents. 
Exploratory factor analysis.  Next, I used exploratory factor analysis (EFA) to 
uncover the underlying structure of the original item set using the procedure outlined 
below as suggested by Preacher and MacCallum (2003).  EFA is a method for identifying 
“the number and nature of latent variables that explain the variation and covariation in a 
set of measured variables” (Preacher & MacCallum, 2003).  When using EFA three key 
decisions must be made: 1) which model to use, 2) the number of factors to retain, and 3) 
which rotation method to employ.  Poor decisions in any of these areas can lead to invalid 
or distorted results (Preacher & MacCallum, 2003). 
Regarding the first decision, I used the common factor model as opposed to a 
principle components analysis (PCA) model.  The common factor model allows variance 
to be partitioned into common variance and unique variance.  Common variance is 
variance accounted for by common factors whereas unique variance refers to variance not 
accounted for by common factors.  Unique variance can be further divided into sources of 
systematic variance (specific to individual items) and random error of measurement 
(error components).  PCA, on the other hand, provides components that account for a 
combination of common and unique variance sources and does not fully recognize the 
distinction between common and unique variance (Preacher & MacCallum, 2003).  
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Further, PCA tends to underestimate correlations between factors.  Because I expect that 
pursuing challenge is a unidimensional construct, any multiple factors of pursuing 
challenge revealed through EFA are likely to correlate with each other.  Thus, the 
common factor model was a stronger approach because it helped explain sources of 
common variance underlying observed data. 
I employed multiple methods to decide the number of factors to retain.  A 
common decision in many studies using EFA is to use the Kaiser criterion where any 
factor with an eigenvalue of 1.0 or greater is obtained.  However, as suggested by 
Preacher & MacCallum, (2003), using only this decision rule has several problems (e.g., 
application of the rule to sample populations potentially represent circumstances where 
theories based on populations might not be applicable).  As such, I examined which 
factors had eigenvalues of 1.0 or greater although the use of the Kaiser criterion does not 
provide enough justification to decide how many factors to retain, and it is reasonable to 
assume that factor loadings that might be large in one sample might differ in another 
sample (Preacher & MacCallum, 2003).  Additionally, to help identify the number of 
factors I included, I used a scree plot to identify the number of factors that fall before the 
large last drop in the scree plot, a method referred to as the subjective scree test (Gorsuch, 
1983).  Several researchers (e.g., Cattel & Vogelmann, 1977; Tzeng, 1992) found the 
scree test most often results in accurate determination of the number of factors.   
I rotated factor solutions to identify the simplest factor structure that was 
meaningful.  Two rotation approaches were available:  orthogonal and oblique.  
Orthogonal rotation restricts factors so that they are uncorrelated with each other whereas 
oblique rotation allows for correlated factors.  I suspected that multiple factors of 
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pursuing challenge would correlate with one another, and as such I used oblique rotation 
to further evaluate the factor structure.  This decision was likely correct as it is often 
difficult to justify uncorrelated factors in most cases (Preacher & MacCallum, 2003).  
Additionally, optimally simple factor structures demonstrated by both oblique and 
orthogonal rotations tend to resemble each other anyway, suggesting use of an oblique 
rotation is not likely to result in a loss of information although use of an orthogonal 
rotation might (Floyd & Widaman, 1995). 
Decision rules for establishing the factor structure included selecting only items 
with factor loadings of .3 or higher.  When examining two- or three-factor solutions, I 
looked for items that did not cross load on multiple factors (i.e., there was a difference in 
factor loadings of at least .3).   
Once the above procedures were complete, I had a revised version of the Pursuing 
Challenge Questionnaire.  The revised PCQ was used in and validated by additional 







Study 1: Scale Development (Pilot) 
I conducted an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) to determine the factor structure 
of the Pursuing Challenge Questionnaire (PCQ) that I developed for the current study.  I 
conducted factor analyses using the original 129 PCQ items administered in the pilot 
study.  First, I evaluated item-total correlations and determined that one item, Item 39, 
was a bad item because its coefficient was negative regardless of whether it was 
positively or negatively scored.  I used the remaining 128 items to conduct the EFA.   
Examination of the scree plot suggested one clear factor accounting for 34.28% of 
the variance (Eigenvalue = 44.22) with the possibility of two smaller factors accounting 
for an additional 5.91% (Eigenvalue = 7.63) and 3.04% (Eigenvalue = 3.92), 
respectively.  Remaining factors accounted for very little variance (< 3% each).  I posited 
pursuing challenge was a unidimensional construct, and the large Eigenvalue for the first 
factor potentially supported this notion.  Next, I identified items that loaded .40 or higher 
on a single factor.  I retained items that loaded on multiple factors if the difference 
between loadings was .35 or higher.  Based on these criteria I retained 21 items. 
In a second factor analysis, I forced a three-factor solution on all items to 
determine the extent to which other factors should be considered.  All three factors 
accounted for a cumulative 43.23% of the variance.  I applied the same criteria described 
above and eliminated items that loaded less than .40 on the first factor and items that 
loaded on an additional factor with a difference score of less than .35.  These decision 
PURSUING CHALLENGE 
 49 
rules resulted in the selection of the same 21 final items, all of which loaded on the first 
factor at .507 or higher and demonstrated item-total correlations of .374 or higher.  
Cronbach’s alpha for the final 21-item scale was .94.  Items identified for the PCQ can be 
found in Table 3, which contains the obtained factor loadings for each item. 
Table 3 
 
Descriptive Statistics and Factor Loadings for Exploratory Factor Analysis Direct 
Oblimin Rotation of the Pursuing Challenge Questionnaire – 21 Items 
Variable  M  SD  Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
Item 1  3.13  1.08  .742  .425  -.147 
Item 2  2.88  1.20  .746  .371 
Item 3  2.89  1.18  .716  .375 
Item 4  2.80  1.20  .673  .312 
Item 5  2.93  1.18  .764  .332 
Item 6  2.95  1.18  .726  .395  -.131 
Item 7  3.04  1.21  .736  .305 
Item 8  2.81  1.25  .592  .238 
Item 9  2.86  1.21  .659  .337 
Item 10  2.73  1.22  .709  .298 
Item 11  3.10  1.13  .600  .297  -.199 
Item 12  2.91  1.25  .679  .177  -.126 
Item 13  2.68  1.14  .506  .166   .166 
Item 14  2.91  1.21  .746  .295 
Item 15  2.72  1.21  .611  .219 
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Item 16  2.74  1.12  .588  .160 
Item 17  2.49  1.25  .597  .128   .180 
Item 18  2.98  1.10  .749  .327 
Item 19  2.92  1.23  .664  .220  -.141 
Item 20  2.23  1.20  .511     .158 
Item 21  2.60  1.14  .610  .136 
Note: N = 397.  Factor loadings > .40 are in boldface.  Blank spaces indicate factor 
loadings less than .100. 
 Preliminary analyses.  Next, I calculated scores for scales expected to relate to 
the construct of pursuing challenge as well as outcome variables (e.g., subjective 
performance, GPA).  I conducted preliminary analyses and found the PCQ significantly 
related to age (r = .12, p < .05), gender  (r = .25, p < .001), resilience (r = .50, p < .001), 
both the vitality and learning components of thriving at work (r = .43, p < .001 and r = 
.33, p < .001, respectively), the perseverance of effort component of grit (r = .38, p < 
.001), optimism (r = .36, p < .001), subjective performance (r = .39, p < .001), perceived 
challenge (r = .25, p < .001), satisfaction (r = .38, p < .001), as well as commitment (r = 





Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Study 1 Variables (Pilot Study) 
Variable   M   SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1. PC   2.81   .81    –         
2. Age 20.36 5.46   .12***    –       
3. Gender    .25*  .06   –      
4. Resilience   3.70   .67  .50*  .17* -.02   –     
   5. Vitality   3.41   .67  .43*  .09**** -.05 .71*   –    
   6. Learning    3.59   .57  .33*  .11*** -.04 .74* .66*   –   
7. C of I (Grit)    3.09   .87  .06 -.15**  .05 .04 .14** .17*   –  
8. P of E (Grit)   3.73   .75  .38*   .13** -.03 .72* .53* .58*  .04   – 
9. Optimism   3.62   .80 .36* .17* -.06 .56* .51* .39* -.10**** .38* 
10. Sub. Perf.   3.56   .55  .39*  .22* -.02 .59* .39* .42* -.04 .53* 
11. Satisfaction    3.40   .62  .38*  .10*** -.03 .44* .34* .29* -.05 .35* 
12. Commit    3.35   .58  .36* -.01  .05 .28* .25* .24*  .09**** .26* 
13. PercdCh.   3.40   .68  .25*  .16* -.03 .30* .25* .26*  .05 .31* 
14. Engd in Ch.   2.59 1.26  .27*  .12***  .09**** .30* .22* .34*  .06 .31* 





















Interests; P of E = Perseverance of Effort; Sub. Perf. = Subjective Performance; Commit = Affective 
Commitment; PercdCh. = Perceived Challenge; Engd in Ch. = Engaged in Challenge. 
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Table 4 continued  
 
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Study 1 Variables (Pilot Study)  
Variable 10 11 12 13 14  
1. PC       
2. Age        
3. Gender        
4. Resilience        
   5. Vitality        
   6. Learning         
7. C of I (Grit)         
8. P of E (Grit)        
9. Optimism   –       
10. Sub. Perf. .43*   –      
11. Satisfaction  .31* .51*   –     
12. Commit  .20* .32* .38*   –    
13. PercdCh. .19* .37* .30* .27*   –   
14. Engd in Ch. .21* .35* .39* .40* .44*  –  




















= Perseverance of Effort; Sub. Perf. = Subjective Performance; Commit = Affective Commitment; PercdCh. = Perceived 






Study 1: Scale Development (Pilot) 
The purpose of Study 1 was to develop a measure of the extent to which 
individuals pursue challenge.  I developed the Pursuing Challenge Questionnaire (PCQ) 
and tested it in a pilot study. I anticipated that pursuing challenge would be a 
unidimensional construct related to resilience and other constructs related to resilience in 
previous research (e.g., grit and optimism).  Exploratory factor analyses (EFA) supported 
a one-factor solution for a final set of 21 items.  I observed moderate relationships 
between PCQ scores and resilience, and PCQ scores and other constructs related to 
resilience (e.g., grit and optimism).  Further, these relationships indicated that pursuing 
challenge represents a unique aspect of individual characteristics.  Additionally, PCQ 
scores were significantly and positively related to potential outcome measures (e.g., 
subjective performance and affective measures often related to performance) when 
controlling for other factors, indicating that the extent to which individuals pursue 






Study 2:  Examination in an Academic Setting 
I attempted to validate the PCQ in an academic setting with undergraduate 
students.  I sought to evaluate the nomological network for the pursuing challenge 
construct by examining relationships between pursuing challenge and other identified 
constructs (i.e., need for achievement, self-efficacy, and proactive personality).  Further, 
prior research on constructs related to resilience (e.g., grit) focused primarily on 
academic settings.  Thus, I sought to replicate prior research by examining the 
relationship between factors related to resilience (i.e., thriving on challenge, grit, and 
optimism) and academic performance.  I sought to extend prior research by examining 
relationships between pursuing challenge and academic performance.   
Participants   
Participants in the academic study included 507 undergraduate students from 
multiple universities who did not participate in the pilot study outlined above.  Most 
undergraduate participants participated as part of an existing research program that 
utilized a computerized study management program (i.e., SONA) designed to collect data 
from specific courses for research purposes.  Some of these courses (e.g., introductory 
psychology courses) required student participation in various research studies for partial 
fulfillment of course requirements.  Students from other courses (i.e., upper level 
psychology courses, non-psychology courses) participated on a voluntary basis with the 
course instructors’ permission and potentially received extra credit for their participation.  
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See Appendix M for the informed consent form for the academic study.  Data was 
cleaned according to procedures outlined in the Pilot Study (Study 1).  No individuals 
were removed for pattern responding.  Missing responses were addressed through data 
imputation, which is a process that replaces missing data with substituted values.  
Substituted values were calculated in AMOS based upon probability values that then 
allowed the data set to be analyzed using standard techniques for complete data sets 
(Gelman & Hill, 2006).  Responses were analyzed for all individuals who completed at 
least one survey in addition to the PCQ.  The final sample for the academic study (Study 
2) consisted of 418 participants.  All participants were enrolled in undergraduate 
Psychology courses.  The sample included 267 females (63.9%) and 133 males (32.5%) 
with a mean age of 20.3 years (SD = 5.50).  The majority of participants were Caucasian 
(73.7%) freshmen (64.4%).  Additional participant information is found in Table 5. 
Table 5 
 
Study 2 Sample Characteristics (Academic Study) 
Variable Frequency Percent 
Female 267 63.7 
Male 136 32.5 
   
African American   45 10.7 
Asian     7  1.7 
Hispanic    9  2.1 
Native American    3  0.7 
Pacific Islander    3  0.7 
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White/Caucasian 308 73.5 
Other   29  6.9 
   
Freshman 269 64.2 
Sophomore  62 14.8 
Junior  34   8.1 
Senior  22   5.3 
Graduate Student  17   4.1 
Non-degree Seeking   2   0.5 
Note:  N = 419.   
Measures 
Pursuing challenge.  Results from the pilot study were used to develop a revised 
version of the PCQ.  The PCQ was used to evaluate individuals’ tendency to pursue 
challenge.  Participants were instructed to remember a time when they faced a 
challenging, difficult situation in a school or classroom setting that induced some level of 
anxiety in them and to respond to items with that circumstance in mind.  Participants used 
a 5-point graphic rating scale that ranged from “not at all true” (1) to “very true” (5).  
Scores were averaged to retain the original metric of the scale and higher scores were 
expected to reflect high levels of the tendency to pursue challenge (Appendix A for the 
original item list).  
Resilience.  Resilience was measured using a 25-item measure (the CD-RISC) 
developed by Connor and Davidson (2003).  Participants were instructed to remember a 
time when they faced a challenging, difficult situation in an academic setting that induced 
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some level of anxiety and to answer questions with that setting in mind.  This measure 
was described in Study 1 (Pilot Study, see page 38), and the scale is found in Appendix 
B). 
Grit.  Twelve items from Duckworth et al. (2007) comprised the Grit Scale.  
Participants were instructed to remember a time when they faced a challenging, difficult 
situation in an academic setting that induced some level of anxiety and to answer 
questions with that setting in mind.  This measure was described in Study 1 (Pilot Study, 
see page 39), and items are found in Appendix C. 
Cognitive strategies.  Multiple measures were used to assess cognitive strategies 
(i.e., optimism, pessimism, and defensive pessimism) that individuals might use in 
response to challenging events.  I used Norem and Cantor’s (1986a) Optimism-
Pessimism Prescreening Questionnaire (OPPQ) to determine which cognitive strategies 
individuals used to manage expectations surrounding upcoming challenges.  In addition, I 
used Scheier and Carver’s (1985) Life Orientation Test–Revised to determine the extent 
to which individuals demonstrated optimistic or pessimistic tendencies. 
Norem and Cantor (1986a) developed the OPPQ (see Appendix N) to identify 
which cognitive strategies (e.g., defensive pessimism and strategic optimism) individuals 
might use when faced with challenging academic situations.  According to the authors, 
participants indicate which of four general strategy profiles best describe them in an 
effort to prescreen individuals who might use defensively pessimistic strategies.  
Individual profile choices are compared to responses on Item 3 of the OPPQ (“I’ve 
generally performed well in academic situations in the past”) to determine individuals’ 
previous performance outcomes (i.e., success or failure).  The four profiles describe an 
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optimistic outlook (positive past experiences are acknowledged and positive future 
experiences are expected), a defensive pessimism outlook (positive past experiences are 
acknowledged but future expectations are negative), an actual pessimistic outlook 
(negative past experiences are acknowledged and negative future expectations are 
expected), and an unjustified outlook (past experience is negative but future expectations 
are positive).  When used for prescreening purposes, responses to Item 3 help identify 
which participants can be identified as “depressive” and should be excluded from further 
analyses because they might fail to provide accurate judgments of their performance.  
Individual participants were not prescreened for the current study.   
Additionally, respondents were asked to remember a time they were faced with a 
challenging, difficult situation in a school or classroom setting that induced some level of 
anxiety within them.  Then, participants were asked to indicate the extent to which eight 
additional phrases described how they felt during that situation on a scale ranging from 
(1) “not at all true” to (5) “very true”.  These eight phrases represent two factors 
hypothesized to reflect the use of a defensive pessimism strategy.  The first factor, 
“expectancy”, refers to individuals’ assessments of expectations, and higher scores 
indicate higher levels of pessimistic expectations.  A sample item representing this factor 
is “I go into challenging situations expecting the worst, even though I know I will 
probably do ok”.  The second factor, referred to as “reflectivity”, represents individuals’ 
tendency to think through or mentally rehearse a situation prior to being actively involved 
in the situation.  Higher scores indicate a greater tendency to think about upcoming 
events.  A sample item indicative of the reflectivity factor is “I often think about what it 
will be like if a challenging situation works out very well”.  According to Norem (2001) 
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defensive pessimists will score high on both factors, strategic optimists will score high on 
reflectivity but low on expectancy, and realistic pessimists will score high on expectancy 
and low on reflectivity.   
Prior factor analyses suggested that all items load on a single, unrotated factor 
although “oblique rotation produces two correlated factors…labeled reflectivity and 
pessimism”  (Norem, 2001).  Norem (2001) suggested using a single score that can be 
computed by summing responses for all items and calculating separate scores on 
reflectivity and pessimism factors for exploratory purposes.  Cronbach’s alphas based on 
the single factor scale version scores are typically in the mid 0.70s range (Norem, 2001).  
Further, Norem (2001) revised the OPPQ to further evaluate the reflectivity component 
of defensively pessimistic strategies.  The current, revised scale is called the Defensive 
Pessimism Questionnaire (DPQ). 
However, my focus was not on prescreening individuals according to potential 
strategies nor on the extent to which individuals might think through those processes as 
Norem (2001) suggested (i.e., the reflectivity component).  Instead, I was interested in 
how variability in these strategic approaches might relate to pursuing challenge.  
Therefore, instead of using the authors’ scoring method, I conducted an exploratory 
factor analysis (EFA) on scale items to determine the factor structure of the scale, which I 
used to determine a scoring method (i.e., one vs. two factors).   
 I administered nine items from the original OPPQ and used eight items for factor 
analyses.  Item 3 served as a prescreening item and was not included in factor analyses.  
The resulting scree plot suggested a possible two-factor solution with Factor 1 producing 
an Eigenvalue of 2.94 and accounting for 36.8% of the variance.  The second factor 
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produced an Eigenvalue of 1.79 and accounted for an additional 22.35% of the variance 
(total variance accounted for equaled 59.11%).  Next, I forced a one-factor solution.  
Examination of the factor matrix indicated that six items loaded on a single factor at .53 
or higher (see Table 6 for factor loadings).  Items 1 and 2 were deleted because they 
loaded .27 and .22, respectively.  I retained six items and re-ran the one-factor solution.  
The resulting solution indicated that all six items loaded on a single factor at .49 or 






Descriptive Statistics and Factor Loadings for the OPPQ – 6 Items 
Variable  M  SD  Factor 1  
Item 1  2.97  1.23  .270 
Item 2  3.43  1.05  .220 
Item 4  3.34  1.14  .493 
Item 5  3.81  0.99  .655   
Item 6  3.36  1.13  .585   
Item 7  3.65  1.00  .646   
Item 8  4.27  0.92  .620   
Item 9  4.32  0.94  .576   
Note: N = 419.  Factor loadings > .40 are in boldface.  Item 3 was not included in the 1-
factor solution because it was identified as a prescreening item. 
In a subsequent factor analysis, I forced a two-factor solution on all items to 
determine whether other factors should be considered.  I used an oblimin rotation because 
theory behind defensive pessimism suggested that any existing factors (e.g., expectancy 
and reflectivity) potentially correlate (e.g., Norem, 2001).  The two factors accounted for 
a cumulative 68.25% of the variance.  The factors correlated -0.38.  Then, I examined the 
pattern matrix and looked for items that loaded .40 or higher with difference scores of at 
least .35 on the other factor.  These decision rules resulted in Items 5, 8, and 9 loading on 
the first factor at .52 or higher.  Items 4 and 6 loaded on a second factor .82 with minimal 
loadings on the first factor (loading < .05).  However, examination of the structure matrix 
indicated that Item 5 loaded on both factors with a difference score less than .35.   
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Next, I reviewed items that loaded on each factor.  Items loading on the first 
factor appeared to reflect positive thoughts (i.e., “I often think about what it will be like if 
a challenging situation works out very well”, “When a challenging situation works out 
well, I feel relieved”, and “When a challenging situation works out well I feel really 
happy”) whereas items loading on the second factor reflected negative thoughts (i.e., “I 
often think about what it will be like if a challenging situation works out badly” and “I 
often think about what I would do if a challenging situation worked out badly”).  The 
Cronbach’s alpha for each of the two factors was .73.  Aside from the positive or negative 
connotation to the wording of items, I could not make clear distinctions demonstrating 
reflections about the challenging situations.  For example, Item 5 refered to “thinking 
about” the situation (reflecting), whereas Items 8 and 9 referred to how the respondent 
would “feel”.   
Based on these analyses, I decided to use the one-factor solution to score 
participant responses.  I used the one-factor solution because the items seemed to 
demonstrate a theoretical optimistic/pessimistic view of the situation rather than distinct 
pessimistic and reflective perspectives.  
The Life Orientation Test–Revised (LOT-R, Scheier & Carver, 1985) assessed 
individual differences in generalized optimism and pessimism.  Participants were asked 
to describe how they might think or feel about challenging life situations.  The 10-item 
scale used a 5-point graphic rating response scale ranging from (1) “Strongly Disagree” 
to (5) “Strongly Agree”. Several items (Items 3, 7, and 9) were reverse scored.  Factor 
analyses of the LOT-R revealed that both a single factor solution and a two-factor 
solution demonstrated acceptable fit to the data, with the two-factor solution providing 
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slightly better fit (Scheier & Carver, 1985).  The first factor included negatively worded 
items (Items 3, 7, and 9), and positively worded items defined the second factor (Items 1, 
4, and 10).  Four items (Items 2, 5, 6, and 8) were filler items.  The two factors correlated 
.64, and all items loaded at .50 or higher on the first unrotated factor obtained from initial 
analyses by Scheier and Carver (1985), justifying a single-factor approach.  However, 
because I am interested in examining the relationship between PCQ scores, optimism, 
and pessimism, I used the two-factor solution to obtain separate optimism and pessimism 
scores.  Higher scores on each factor indicated higher levels of optimism or pessimism.  
Sample items included “In uncertain times, I usually expect the best” (optimism) and “If 
something can go wrong for me, it will” (pessimism).  Scheier and Carter (1985) reported 
a Cronbach’s alpha for the LOT–R of 0.76 and a test-retest reliability of 0.79 for the 
entire scale although they did not report Cronbach’s alphas for the optimism and 
pessimism factors.  The LOT-R is found in Appendix D. 
Need for achievement.  Achievement motivation was measured using Spence 
and Helmreich’s (1983) Work and Family Orientation (WOFO) Scale.  I measured three 
dimensions of achievement motivation:  mastery (8 items, α > 0.56), work commitment 
(6 items, α > 0.63), and competitiveness (5 items, ∝ > 0.64).  Sample items included:  
“once I start a task, I persist” (mastery), “like to work hard” (work commitment), and 
“enjoy competing with others” (competitiveness).  Responses were recorded using a 5-
point graphic rating scale that ranged from (1) “Strongly Disagree” to (5) “Strongly 
Agree”.  Scores were averaged with higher scores reflecting higher levels of each 
dimension.  This scale can be found in Appendix O.  
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Self-efficacy.  Chen, Gully, and Eden (2001) developed an 8-item measure of 
general self-efficacy.  Participants responded to items such as “I will be able to 
successfully overcome many challenges” on a 5-point graphic rating scale that ranged 
from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree.  Higher average scores suggested higher 
levels of general self-efficacy.  Chen et al. (2001) reported Cronbach’s alphas for this 
scale of 0.85 or higher with test-retest alphas of at least 0.62.  This scale can be found in 
Appendix P. 
Proactive personality.  Proactive personality was assessed using a shortened 
version of Bateman and Crant’s (1993) Proactive Personality Scale (PPS) developed by 
Seibert, Crant, and Kraimer (1999).  The PPS included ten items (e.g., “If I see something 
I don’t like, I fix it”). Participants responded on a 5-point graphic rating scale ranging 
from (1) “strongly disagree” to (5) “strongly agree”.  Item responses were averaged to 
calculate an overall score, and higher scores reflected a more proactive personality.  
Bateman and Crant (1993) reported a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.86.  This scale can be found 
in Appendix Q. 
Personality.  I assessed personality using the IPIP measure of the Big Five 
personality factors (International Personality Item Pool, 2013).  Specifically, I used 75 
items from Costa and McCrae’s (1992b) five NEO-PI-R domains that reflected various 
facets of the Big Five personality factors.  Costa and McCrae (1992b) reported 
Cronbach’s alphas of 0.86 (Extraversion), 0.86 (Emotional Stability), 0.82 (Openness), 
0.77 (Agreeableness), and 0.81 (Conscientiousness).  Participants answered all items 
using a graphic rating scale, ranging from “Very Inaccurate” (1) to “Very Accurate” (5).  
Sample items included “make friends easily” (Extraversion), “often feel blue” (Emotional 
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Stability), “have a vivid imagination” (Openness), “respect others” (Agreeableness), and 
“am always prepared” (Conscientiousness).  Some items were reverse scored, and item 
responses were averaged to provide an overall score for each domain.   Facet scores were 
calculated by taking the average of items representing each facet as well.  Higher scores 
indicated higher levels of the corresponding facet of the Big Five.  Appendix R includes 
this measure. 
Anxiety.  To measure participants’ state and trait anxiety levels, I used a short-
form version of Spielberger’s (1983) State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI).  Marteau and 
Bekker (1992) developed a 6-item short-form measure that asked individuals to respond 
to statements by indicating how they “felt at the time of the challenge recalled” (state 
anxiety) as well as how they “generally feel” (trait anxiety).  Responses ranged from (1) 
“Not at all” to (4) “Very much” on a 4-point graphic rating scale.  Marteau and Bekker 
(1992) reported a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.82 and stated the short-form STAI produces 
scores similar to the full STAI measure.  Sample items from the measure included “I feel 
calm” (reverse scored) and “I feel tense”.  Additionally, to ensure that participants were 
not simply responding positively to items, three filler items were included (i.e., “I am 
excited”, “I am energetic”, and “I am active”).    Scores were calculated by averaging 
response scores (minus filler items), and higher scores indicated higher levels of anxiety.  
See Appendix S for this measure. 
Academic performance.  Several items were focused on academic performance 
to gain an understanding of how each participant performed in a challenging academic 
setting.  These items were incorporated with demographic questions (Appendix T).  
Overall academic performance was measured objectively by cumulative grade point 
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average (GPA), ranging from low (0.0) to high (4.0).  Participants were asked to report 
their current cumulative GPA. Participants were asked to provide permission for the 
primary investigator to obtain their GPAs and specific course grades from the university 
registrar (see Appendix J for the waiver) so that self-reported measures could be 
validated with objective measures of academic performance.  
Subjective performance.  Several items developed for this study focused on 
performance to gain an understanding of how each participant perceived they performed 
in a challenging academic setting.  Subjective measures of performance were used in 
addition to objective measures of performance because subjective measures of 
performance were used in the other studies, and I wanted to attempt to replicate results 
from the other studies where possible.  Seven items from Study 1 (Pilot Study) were 
rewritten to reflect the academic setting (e.g., “How well did you perform in the 
challenging situation?” was rewritten as “How well did you perform in the challenging 
academic situation?”).  This measure was described in the pilot study (see page 40).  
Items for the academic study are shown in Appendix E. 
Perceived challenge.  Individuals were asked to identify the level of perceived 
challenge associated with a challenging academic setting.  Participants were instructed to 
remember a time when they faced a challenging, difficult event in an academic setting 
that induced some level of anxiety and to answer questions with that setting in mind.  
This measure was described in Study 1 (Pilot study, see page 40).  Instructions were 
rewritten to reflect the academic domain rather than a general challenging and difficult 
situation as in Study 1.  Items for the academic study are shown in Appendix F. 
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Satisfaction.  Additionally, individual affect related to performance in the 
challenging academic setting was measured using Cammann et al.’s (1985) Michigan 
Organizational Assessment Questionnaire (MOAQ), which is a measure of overall job 
satisfaction.  This measure was adapted for use in this study by asking participants to 
respond to questions about their level of satisfaction with their performance in the 
challenging academic setting (as opposed to job satisfaction itself).  For instance, “All in 
all, I am satisfied with my job” was changed to “All in all, I am satisfied with my 
performance in this academic challenge”.  This measure was described in Study 1 (Pilot 
Study, see page 40).  Items for the academic study are shown in Appendix G. 
Affective commitment.  Meyer et al.’s (1993) 6-item Affective Commitment 
Scale (ACS) was adapted to assess commitment to the challenging academic setting.  
Participants were instructed to answer questions with the challenging academic setting in 
mind.  This measure was described in Study 1 (Pilot Study, see page 41).  Items were 
rewritten to reflect the academic domain rather than a general challenging and difficult 
situation as in the Pilot Study (e.g., “I would be very happy to spend my time working on 
this challenge” will be rewritten as “I would be very happy to spend my time working on 
this academic challenge”).  Items for the academic study are shown in Appendix H. 
Demographics.  A demographic survey contained 13 questions pertaining to 
individual characteristics.  Biographical information included questions about 
participants’ age, gender, ethnicity, and educational backgrounds.  Additional questions 
from Study 1 (Pilot Study, see page 41) were rewritten to address the challenging 
academic situation recalled by participants (e.g., “I chose to engage in this challenging 
situation” was rewritten as “I chose to engage in this challenging academic situation”) to 
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gain additional information about the academic challenge recalled.  This demographic 
information was used to assess group differences where applicable.  See Appendix T for 
these questions.   
Procedure 
Participants were provided access to the study in one of two ways.  Participants 
enrolled in psychology courses that utilized a computerized study management program 
(i.e., SONA) were able to enroll in the study by accessing the program.  Other students 
received forwarded email messages from their professors that described the opportunity 
to participate in the study.  Upon agreeing to consider participating in the study, 
participants were provided with a link to an online survey where they were provided first 
with an overview of the study and asked to provide their consent before receiving access 
to the survey (the consent form is located in Appendix M).   Participants were asked to 
complete the survey in one sitting under controlled conditions (e.g., a private or quiet 
room with few distractions) in an attempt to control environmental conditions while 
attempting to maximize the number of responses.  Participants who did not have access to 
a computer or who preferred to complete a pen-and-paper version of the survey could 
request a hard copy of the survey by emailing the primary investigator although none of 
the participants chose to use this option.  Participants completed surveys in the following 
order:  pursuing challenge, resilience, grit, and optimism/pessimism.  Then the following 
surveys were randomly presented to counterbalance surveys reflecting stable constructs: 
need for achievement, general self-efficacy, proactive personality, and IPIP personality 
items.  Next, participants completed the remaining surveys in the following order: 
anxiety, subjective performance, perceived challenge, satisfaction, commitment, and 
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demographics.  Upon completion of the survey participants were provided with a 
debriefing summary (Appendix U). 
Analyses Conducted 
I analyzed demographic information by obtaining mean and standard deviation 
scores for each participant where applicable (e.g., age, academic standing).  Where mean 
data was available, I made group comparisons to ensure that group differences did not 
occur.  I calculated composite scores for each measured variable as well as internal 
consistency scores for each scale.  Prior to testing hypotheses, I mean-centered variables 
and dummy coded categorical variables. 
Factor structure of the PCQ.  I used two procedures to explore the factor 
structure of the PCQ prior to testing hypotheses.  First, I gathered three subject matter 
experts (SME) with Ph.D. degrees in Industrial/Organizational Psychology and asked 
them to sort various scale items into themes based upon construct definitions.  The first 
round of sorting activities included items from scales measuring pursuing challenge, 
resilience, thriving at work, grit, optimism, and proactive personality.  I provided the 
SMEs with definitions for each of the constructs and asked SMEs to sort items into their 
respective construct categories.  Additionally, I informed all SMEs that some items were 
reverse scored, that all constructs were represented by at least one item, and that the 
distribution of items across constructs was not uniform. 
Next, I conducted a second round of item categorization with the same three 
raters. However, on the second attempt, I asked raters to categorize items related to only 
three constructs:  pursuing challenge, resilience, and grit to give SMEs a greater chance 
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of correctly identifying item categories.  This procedure helped to identify a possible 
factor structure for the PCQ. 
To further evaluate the factor structure of the PCQ I conducted a confirmatory 
factor analysis on the items used in the academic study. Confirmatory factor analysis 
(CFA) is a form of structural equation modeling that is used to explore measurement 
models.  CFA examines the relationships between observed measures (also called 
indicators) such as test items or behavioral ratings and latent variables (factors).  
Hypotheses drive the relationships that are examined in CFA, unlike the approach used in 
EFA.  Therefore, all aspects of the measurement model examined via CFA must be 
specified, including the number of factors expected to exist and which indicators relate to 
which factor. 
All CFA models contain the same three parameters (Brown, 2006).  Factor 
loadings represent regression slopes used to predict indicators from latent factors.  
Variance in indicators not accounted for by latent factors is referred to as unique 
variance, which is another parameter contained in CFA models.  Unique variance reflects 
measurement error.  Finally, all CFA models must contain factor variances as well.  
Factor variance is the extent to which sample variability exists among the factor. 
Brown (2006) summarized guidelines for model identification.  First, specifying 
marker indicators or fixing factor variance (usually to 1.0) should be done in order to 
scale latent variables.  Latent variables should be scaled regardless of model complexity 
(e.g., one-factor vs. multiple factors).  Second, the number of indicator variances and 
covariances must be equal to or larger than the number of freely estimated parameters 
such as factor loadings.  Additionally, a minimum of three indicators (without correlated 
PURSUING CHALLENGE 
 73 
errors) is recommended for one-factor models so that the solution can be identified.  
However, with three indicators a one-factor solution will be just-identified and goodness-
of-fit evaluations do not apply, although it is still possible to evaluate the model in terms 
of parameter estimates strength (e.g., size of factor loadings) and interpretability of the 
model.  Using four or more indicators (again, without correlated error terms) will lead to 
overidentification of the model, allowing goodness-of-fit evaluations to be used to 
evaluate the model.  Finally, Brown (2006) stated that models containing two or more 
factors and two indicators per latent construct would be overidentified as long as every 
latent variable is correlated with at least one other latent variable (errors between 
indicators are again uncorrelated). 
To evaluate model fit, Kline (2010) suggested that multiple fit statistics be 
reported.  Specifically, Kline (2010) stated that chi-square tests should be reported, as 
well as the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), standardized root mean 
square residual (SRMR), and comparative fit index (CFI).  The chi-square test indicates 
the difference between expected and observed covariance matrices.  Values closer to zero 
indicate better model fit and represent smaller differences between expected and 
observed covariance matrices.  However, sample size can influence the chi-square test.  
Smaller samples can result in a failure to reject an inappropriate model, whereas larger 
samples can result in rejecting an appropriate model (Brown, 2006). 
The RMSEA avoids problems associated with sample sizes in the chi-square test.  
Such issues are avoided by analyzing discrepancies between covariance matrices of the 
hypothesized model and the population mode.  RMSEA values range from zero to one 
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and smaller values indicate better model fit.  Hu and Bentler (1999) recommend that 
values should be less than .06 to indicate good model fit. 
The SRMR reflects the square root of any discrepancy between the sample 
covariance matrix and model covariance matrix.  Again, these numbers range from zero 
to one and smaller numbers represent better model fit.  Hu and Bentler (1999) 
recommend that SRMR values should be less than .08 to indicate good model fit. 
Finally, the comparative fit index (CFI) analyzes model fit by evaluating 
discrepancies between the hypothesized model and data while taking into consideration 
sample size, thus addressing issues that arise with the chi-square test.  These values also 
range from zero to one, however, larger CFI values indicate better model fit. Hu and 
Bentler (1999) recommend that CFI values should be greater than .90 to indicate good 
model fit. 
Hypothesis testing.  I calculated correlations to evaluate the relationship between 
pursuing challenge and other constructs (Hypotheses 1, 2A, 2B, 2C, 3A, 3B, 3C, 4, 5A, 5B, 
5C, and 6.  Hypothesis 1 stated that pursuing challenge would positively relate to 
resilience.  Hypotheses 2A, 2B, and 2C were examined with correlation analyses as well to 
test the extent to which individuals high in need for achievement, self-efficacy, and 
proactive personality, respectively, also scored in high pursuing challenge.  Hypotheses 
3A suggested that pursuing challenge positively related to optimism, Hypothesis 3B 
suggested that pursuing challenge was negatively related to pessimism, and Hypothesis 
3C assessed whether the relationship between pursuing challenge was positively related to 
defensive pessimism.  Hypothesis 4 examined whether pursuing challenge was positively 
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related to grit, and Hypothesis 6 examined the relationship between pursuing challenge 
and anxiety.  
Hypotheses 5A through 5E suggested that various facets of Big Five personality 
traits would relate to pursuing challenge.  To examine these relationships, I correlated 
pursuing challenge with each of the personality facets and determined which facets 
demonstrated a significant relationship with pursuing challenge. 
I used regression analyses to test Hypotheses 7A and 7B.  Hypotheses 7A and 7B 
evaluated the extent to which pursuing challenge accounted for unique variance in 
potential outcomes above and beyond other similar constructs (i.e., resilience, need for 
achievement, self-efficacy, proactive personality, optimism, pessimism, and grit).  
Potential outcomes evaluated for these hypotheses include academic and subjective 
performance (Hypothesis 7A) as well as affective outcomes (i.e., satisfaction and 






Study 2: Examination in an Academic Setting 
Inter-rater agreement.  To further examine the PCQ, I asked Subject Matter 
Experts (SME) to perform a sorting analysis of scale items.  Overall, inter-rater 
agreement was 33% across all items.  Rater 1 agreed with Rater 2 on 56% of the items 
and with Rater 3 on 48.4% of the items.  Raters 2 and 3 agreed on 56% of the items.  
Individually, Rater 1 correctly categorized 82.4% of the items, Rater 2 correctly 
categorized 53.8% of the items, and Rater 3 successfully categorized 46.2% of the items.  
Table 7 lists the items reviewed and which construct each rater identified for each item. 
Table 7 
SME Categorization of Scale Items (6 Constructs) 
No. Item Rater 1 Rater 2 Rater 3 




2 Close and secure relationships (R)  Optimism Optimism 
3 Sometimes fate or God can help (R) Optimism Proactive 
Personality 
Optimism 
4 Can deal with whatever comes (R) Optimism   







6 See the humorous side of things (R)  Optimism Optimism 
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7 Coping with stress strengthens (R)    
8 Tend to bound back after illness or 
hardship (R) 
   
9 Things happen for a reason (R) Optimism  Proactive 
Personality 
10 Best effort no matter what (R)  Grit Grit 
11 You can achieve your goals (R) Grit Optimism Grit 
12 When things look hopeless, I don’t give 
up (R) 
Optimism Optimism Optimism 




14 Under pressure, focus and think clearly 
(R) 
   






16 Not easily discouraged by failure (R)   Thriving at 
Work 
17 Think of self as strong person (R)  Optimism  
18 Make unpopular or difficult decisions (R)  Grit  
19 Can handle unpleasant feelings (R)    
20 Have to act on a hunch (R)  Proactive 
Personality 
Optimism 




22 In control of your life (R) Optimism Optimism Proactive 
Personality 






24 You work to attain your goals (R) Grit Grit Pursuing 
Challenge 
25 Pride in your achievements (R)  Optimism Optimism 
26 I find myself learning often  (TW)    
27 I continue to learn more and more as time 
goes by (TW) 
   
28 I see myself continually improving (TW)    
29 I am not learning (TW)    
30 I have developed a lot as a person (TW)  Optimism  
31 I feel alive and vital (TW)  Optimism  
32 I have energy and spirit (TW)    
33 I do not feel very energetic (TW)  Optimism  
34 I feel alert and awake (TW)    
35 I am looking forward to each new day 
(TW) 
Optimism Optimism Optimism 
36 I often set a goal but later choose to 
pursue a different one (G) 
   
37 New ideas and new projects sometimes    
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distract me from previous ones (G) 
38 I become interested in new pursuits every 
few months (G) 
  Pursuing 
Challenge 
39 My interests change from year to year 
(G) 
  Pursuing 
Challenge 
40 I have been obsessed with a certain idea 
or project for a short time but later lost 
interest (G) 
   
41 I have difficulty maintaining my focus on 
projects that take more than a few months 
to complete (G) 
   





43 I have overcome setbacks to conquer an 




44 I finish whatever I begin (G)    
45 Setbacks don’t discourage me (G)  Resilience  




47 I am diligent (G)    
48 In uncertain times, I usually expect the 
best (O) 
   




50 I’m always optimistic about my future 
(O) 
   
51 I hardly ever expect things to go my way 
(O) 
   
52 I rarely count on good things happening 
to me (O) 
   
53 Overall, I expect more good things to 
happen to me than bad (O) 
   
54 I am constantly on the lookout for new 
ways to improve my life (PP) 
   
55 I feel driven to make a difference in my 
community, and maybe the world (PP) 
 Optimism Thriving at 
Work 
56 I tend to let others take the initiative to 
start new projects (PP) 
  Pursuing 
Challenge 
57 Wherever I have been, I have been a 
powerful force for constructive change 
(PP) 
 Grit Optimism 
58 I enjoy facing and overcoming obstacles 





59 Nothing is more exciting than seeing my 
ideas turn into reality (PP) 
  Thriving at 
Work 




61 No matter what the odds, if I believe in 
something I will make it happen (PP) 
  Optimism 
62 I love being a champion for my ideas, 
even against others’ opposition (PP) 
 Grit Grit 
63 I excel at identifying opportunities (PP)   Pursuing 
Challenge 






65 If I believe in an idea, no obstacle will 
prevent me from making it happen (PP) 
 Grit Grit 









68 I am great at turning problems into 
opportunities (PP) 
 Resilience Grit 
69 I can spot a good opportunity before 
others can (PP) 
  Pursuing 
Challenge 
70 If I see someone in trouble, I help out in 
any way I can (PP) 











72 I prefer difficult situations to easy ones 
(PC) 
   
73 I seek out challenges (PC)    
74 I find stressful situations stimulating (PC)   Resilience 
75 I constantly seek new challenges (PC)    
76 I thrive on being challenged (PC)    
77 I am not bothered by difficult situations 
(PC) 
 Grit Resilience 
78 I am comfortable in unfamiliar situations 
(PC) 
  Proactive 
Personality 
79 Putting myself in stressful situations 
makes me perform better (PC) 
  Resilience 
80 I don’t mind the stress associated with 
challenging events (PC) 
 Resilience Resilience 
81 I am able to manage the effects of stress 
well (PC) 
  Resilience 
82 I handle stress and anxiety associated 
with challenging events better than most 
people (PC) 
 Resilience Resilience 
83 I prefer to focus on the process of being 
challenged rather than my performance 
(PC) 
   
84 I prefer the pressure of challenging events   Resilience 
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My next step was to conduct a second round of item categorization with the same 
three raters using only three categories:  pursuing challenge, resilience, and grit to give 
SMEs a greater chance of correctly identifying item categories. For the second round, 
overall inter-rater agreement across all items was 48.3%.  Rater 1 agreed with Rater 2 on 
60.3% of the items and with Rater 3 on 65.5% of the items.  Raters 2 and 3 agreed on 
(PC) 
85 Increasing my anxiety by attempting a 
challenge helps me perform better (PC) 
  Resilience 
86 Negative effects of stress brought on by a 
challenge do not affect me the way they 
do others (PC) 
 Resilience Resilience 
87 Feeling anxiety motivates me (PC)  Grit  
88 I prefer to work under challenging 
situations (PC) 
   
89 I am able to deal with stress and anxiety 
better than most people (PC) 
Resilience Resilience Resilience 
90 I feel tense or anxious when situations 
aren’t challenging enough (PC) 
   
91 Challenging situations require less effort 
for me compared to others (PC) 
Grit   
Notes:  Construct name in parentheses: R = Resilience, TW = Thriving at Work, G = Grit, 




70.7% of the items.  Individually, Rater 1 correctly categorized 89.7% of the items, Rater 
2 correctly categorized 58.6% of the items, and Rater 3 successfully categorized 63.8% of 
the items.  Table 8 includes all items and how each rater categorized the items. 
Table 8 
SME Categorization of Scale Items (3 Constructs) 
 
No. Item Rater 1 Rater 2 Rater 3 
1 Able to adapt to change (R)    
2 Close and secure relationships (R)  Grit  
3 Sometimes fate or God can help (R)    
4 Can deal with whatever comes (R)    





6 See the humorous side of things (R)    
7 Coping with stress strengthens (R)    
8 Tend to bound back after illness or 
hardship (R) 
   
9 Things happen for a reason (R)  Grit  
10 Best effort no matter what (R)  Grit Grit 
11 You can achieve your goals (R) Grit Pursuing 
Challenge 
Grit 
12 When things look hopeless, I don’t give 
up (R) 
Grit   
13 Know where to turn for help (R)    
PURSUING CHALLENGE 
 85 










16 Not easily discouraged by failure (R)   Grit 
17 Think of self as strong person (R)  Grit  
18 Make unpopular or difficult decisions 
(R) 
 Grit Grit 
19 Can handle unpleasant feelings (R)    
20 Have to act on a hunch (R)  Grit  
21 Strong sense of purpose (R)  Grit Grit 
22 In control of your life (R)    






24 You work to attain your goals (R) Grit Grit Grit 
25 Pride in your achievements (R)  Grit Grit 
26 I often set a goal but later choose to 
pursue a different one (G) 
   
27 New ideas and new projects sometimes 
distract me from previous ones (G) 
   
28 I become interested in new pursuits 
every few months (G) 
   




30 I have been obsessed with a certain idea 
or project for a short time but later lost 
interest (G) 
   
31 I have difficulty maintaining my focus 
on projects that take more than a few 
months to complete (G) 
   
32 I have achieved a goal that took years 
of work (G) 
   
33 I have overcome setbacks to conquer an 
important challenge (G) 
 Resilience Resilience 
34 I finish whatever I begin (G)    
35 Setbacks don’t discourage me (G)  Resilience  
36 I am a hard worker (G)    
37 I am diligent (G)    
38 I get excited when faced with a 
challenge (PC) 
   
39 I prefer difficult situations to easy ones 
(PC) 
   
40 I seek out challenges (PC)    
41 I find stressful situations stimulating 
(PC) 
  Resilience 
42 I constantly seek new challenges (PC)    
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43 I thrive on being challenged (PC)    
44 I am not bothered by difficult situations 
(PC) 
 Resilience  
45 I am comfortable in unfamiliar 
situations (PC) 
  Resilience 
46 Putting myself in stressful situations 
makes me perform better (PC) 
   
47 I don’t mind the stress associated with 
challenging events (PC) 
 Resilience Resilience 
48 I am able to manage the effects of stress 
well (PC) 
 Resilience Resilience 
49 I handle stress and anxiety associated 
with challenging events better than 
most people (PC) 
 Resilience Resilience 
50 I prefer to focus on the process of being 
challenged rather than my performance  
(PC) 
   
51 I prefer the pressure of challenging 
events (PC) 
   
52 Increasing my anxiety by attempting a 
challenge helps me perform better (PC) 
 Resilience Resilience 
53 Negative effects of stress brought on by 
a challenge do not affect me the way 
 Resilience Resilience 
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Of the 21 pursuing challenge items, at least two-thirds of the raters disagreed 
upon the categorization of seven items (Items, 10, 11, 12, 15, 16, 17, and 19).  Therefore, 
it was important to examine these items further to determine the extent to which they 
represent pursuing challenge.  Further review of these items indicated a potential theme 
across items.  All seven items pertained to how individuals experience stress and anxiety 
associated with challenges (e.g., “I am able to deal with stress and anxiety better than 
most people”).  All items were labeled by SMEs as indicators of resilience instead of 
pursuing challenge, with the exception of Item 17, which was categorized as grit by one 
rater and resilience by the other two raters.  It is possible that these items better represent 
resilience (positive reactions to challenging circumstances) than pursuing challenge.  I 
they do others (PC) 
54 Feeling anxiety motivates me (PC) Resilience Grit Resilience 
55 I prefer to work under challenging 
situations (PC) 
   
56 I am able to deal with stress and anxiety 
better than most people (PC) 
 Resilience Resilience 
57 I feel tense or anxious when situations 
aren’t challenging enough (PC) 
  Resilience 
58 Challenging situations require less 
effort for me compared to others (PC) 
  Grit 
Notes:  Construct name in parentheses: R = Resilience, TW = Thriving at Work, G = 
Grit, O = Optimism, PP = Proactive Personality, PC = Pursuing Challenge. Blank 
spaces indicate correct categorization. 
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conducted an internal consistency analysis on the PCQ without the seven items disagreed 
upon by raters.  The 14-item scale demonstrated strong internal consistency reliability 
with a Cronbach’s alpha of .93.  Further, the remaining 14 items reflected the concept of 
pursuing challenges without the concept of reacting positively to stress and anxiety.  
Thus, it is possible that the seven items disagreed upon by the raters should not be used to 
measure pursuing challenge.   
Confirmatory factor analysis.  I used a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to 
evaluate the obtained factor structure for the PCQ.  The initial model was identified 
expecting all 21 items to load on the single pursuing challenge factor.  However, a one-
factor model resulted in poor fit, 
2
(189) = 1069.31, p < .001.  Model fit statistics are 
reported in Table 9.  Although each item had a significant factor loading, with 
standardized loadings ranging from .47 to .82, additional indicators of model fit 
supported the conclusion that a one-factor model did not fit the data.  I examined 
comparative fit index (CFI), root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), and 
standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) indices of model fit.  CFI values should 
be at least .90 to indicate good model fit (Brown, 2006), and I obtained a value of .83 for 
Model 1.  An RMSEA value less than .06 indicates good fit (Brown, 2006), but I 
obtained a value of .11 for Model 1.  The SRMR value should be less than or equal to .08 
according to Brown (2006), and the obtained value for Model 1 was .06.  Thus it 







Model Fit Statistics: Study 2 (Academic Study) – PCQ 21 Items 
Fit index  Model 1  Model 2  Model 3   

2
 (df)   1069.31 (189)  796.82 (188)  442.59 (169)   
CFI           .83        .89         .93 
RMSEA          .11        .09         .08   
SRMR                .06          .07         .06          
 Note: CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; 
SRMR = standardized root mean square residual. 
Next, I examined a two-factor solution.  I chose items to load on a second factor 
based on the observations reported by the SMEs.  At least two SMEs identified each of 
the seven items (Items 10, 11, 12, 15, 16, 17, and 19) as items that fit the definition of 
resilience instead of pursuing challenge.  Therefore, I constructed a two-factor solution in 
order to determine whether the seven items loaded on a second factor.  Examination of 
these seven items seemed to reflect an individual’s reaction to stress and anxiety (e.g., “I 
handle stress and anxiety associated with challenging events better than most people”), 
and therefore I named the second factor “Reactions to Stress and Anxiety”.  Although it 
is possible that these seven items reflect resilience, as suggested by the SMEs, those 
relationships were not examined because they are not part of the current study.  Factor 
loadings on the first factor ranged from .47 to .84 and from .58 to .84 on the second 
factor.  Although this model demonstrated a better fit to the data, the 
2 
statistic for 
Model 2 still indicated the model was not a good fit for the data, 
2
(188) = 796.82, p < 
.001.  The CFI was .89, and the RMSEA for Model 2 was .09.  The SRMR was .07 for 
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Model 2 (see Table 9).  Therefore, I concluded that Model 2 did not provide an adequate 
fit. 
Three items (Items 9, 15, and 17) failed to load as predicted on the hypothesized 
two factors.  Further, modification indices for Model 2 indicated that model fit was 
substantially improved by removal of the three items.  Therefore, I dropped Items 9, 15, 
and 17 and subsequently examined a third model that tested the two-factor solution with 
the remaining 18 items – 13 items that loaded on the pursuing challenge factor and 5 
items that loaded on the reactions to stress and anxiety factor.   
The resulting 
2 
for Model 3 was 
2
(134) = 462.34, p < .001, again failing to 
demonstrate good model fit to the data.  However, all other goodness-of-fit indices 
demonstrated satisfactory fit to the data.  The CFI was .93, the RMSEA was .08, and the 
SRMR was .06 (see Table 9).   
Based on the above model comparisons, the 21-item PCQ developed in Study 1 
(Pilot Study) appeared to consist of two factors and three poor-fitting items.  The first 
factor demonstrated individuals’ tendency to pursue challenge (13 items) whereas the 
second factor, as suggested by SME item reviews and modification indices, consisted of 
five items that were indicative of individuals’ reactions to stress and anxiety.  
Individuals’ reactions to stress and anxiety are not considered a component of pursuing 
challenge, and therefore those items should not be included in the scale.  However, such 
items are potentially indicative of resilience, and those items should be examined to 
determine the extent to which they relate to other indicators of resilience (e.g., the CD-
RISC). Consequently, to further examine individuals’ tendency to pursue challenge I 
used the 13 items that loaded on the pursuing challenge factor. 
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Hypothesis testing.  To examine Hypotheses 1 through 6, I evaluated 
intercorrelations among study variables.  Table 10 contains descriptive statistics and 
correlations for all variables that are potentially similar to pursuing challenge. Descriptive 
statistics and correlations between pursuing challenge and personality variables are 
reported in Table 11, and Table 12 contains similar information for pursuing challenge 





Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Study 2 Variables (Academic Study) 
 
Variable   M   SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
 1. PC 2.81   .81   –           
 2. Resil. 3.70   .67  .50*   –          
    3. Vital  3.41   .67   .42*  .78*   –         
    4. Learn 3.59   .57   .20*  .69* .  .59*  –        
 5. C of I  3.09   .87  -.05 -.06   .04 -.01  –       
 6. P of E 3.73   .75   .38*  .67*   .52*  .53* -.08****   –      
 7. Opt. 3.42   .75   .37**  .66*   .60*  .47* -.01  .40*     –     
 8. Pess. 3.21   .94  .15**  .28*   .34*  .24*  .23*  .15**   .40*   –    
 9. DPess. 3.54   .58 -.14**  .15* .   .05  .23* -.21  .18* -.10*** -.33* –   
 10. Master 3.37   .54   .46*  .45*   .37*  .19*  .04  .37*  .36*  .12** .01   –  
 11. Work 3.95   .77   .17*  .52*   .40*  .57*  .02  .46*  .34*  .20* .29*  .36*   – 
 12. Comp.  3.39   .77   .20*  .30*   .21*  .18* -.16*  .18*  .22*  .09**** .15**  .31*  .39* 
 13. S-Eff 3.76   .66   .35*  .71*   .56*  .62* -.03  .58*  .65*  .28* .12**
 
 .41*  .39* 
 14. ProPer 3.61   .63   .37*  .64*   .50*  .51* -.10***  .52*  .50*  .20* .22*  .42*  .58* 
 15. SAnx. 2.72   .64 -.22* -.36* -.42* -.20* -.03 -.18* -.41* -.32* .21* -.17*  .53* 






















 Note:  N = 419. *p < .001, ** <.01, ***< .05 **** < .10.  PC = Pursuing Challenge; Resil. = Resilience; Vital = Vitality   
 (Thriving); Learn = Learning (Thriving); C of I = Consistency of Interests (Grit); P of E = Perseverance of Interests (Grit); Opt. 
= Optimism; Pess. = Pessimism; DPess. = Defensive Pessimism; Mastery (Master), Work, and Competitiveness (Comp) are   
 components of Need for Achievement as measured by the WOFO; Pro. Per. = Proactive Personality; S-Eff = Self-Efficacy; S.  
 Anx. = State Anxiety; T. Anx. = Trait Anxiety. 
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Table 10 continued 
 
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Study 2 Variables (Academic Study)  
Variable 12 13 14 15 16 
 1. PC      
 2. Resil.      
    3. Vital       
    4. Learn      
 5. C of I       
 6. P of E      
 7. Opt.      
 8. Pess.      
 9. DPess.      
 10. Master      
 11. Work      
 12. Comp.    –     
 13. S-Eff  .36*  –    
 14. ProPer  .42*  .71*  –   
 15. SAnx. -.10**** -.31* -.18* –  
 16. TAnx. -.10*** -.35* -.35* .71* – 






 Learning (Thriving); C of I = Consistency of Interests (Grit); P of E = Perseverance of Interests (Grit); Opt. = Optimism; Pess. = Pessimism; 
 DPess. = Defensive Pessimism; Mastery (Master), Work, and Competitiveness (Comp) are components of Need for Achievement as measured by 





Correlations Between Pursuing Challenge and Personality Variables 
 
Variable   MA   SDA Academic Study   MF   SDF Field Study 
1. Pursuing Challenge 2.61   .85    – 2.92 0.70    – 
2. Neuroticism 2.65   .65 -.35* 2.50 0.64 -.12**** 
   3. N: Anxiety 2.73   .77 -.33* 2.61 0.72 -.17** 
   4. N: Vulnerability 2.54   .73 -.40* 2.38 0.72 -.13**** 
   5. N: Anger 3.09 1.13 -.28* 3.06 1.13 -.15*** 
   6. N: Depression 2.57   .76 -.24* 2.42 0.79 -.05 
7. Extraversion 3.33   .58 .27* 3.41 0.56  .26* 
   8. E: Assertiveness 3.07   .86 .08**** 3.23 0.86  .19* 
   9. E: Activity Level 3.16   .60 .28* 3.35 0.65  .14*** 
   10. E: Excitement Seeking 3.50   .80 .18*
 
3.39 0.84  .18** 
   11.E: Friendliness 3.66   .93 .24* 3.78 0.83  .06 
12. Openness 3.42   .54 .13** 3.44 0.57  .10 
   13. O: Adventurousness 3.19   .61 .19* 3.29 0.67  .14*** 
   14. O: Artistic Interests 3.51 1.03 -.04 3.54 1.04  .00 
   15. O: Intellect 3.57   .75 .10*** 3.59 0.74  .10 
   16. O: Imagination 3.82 1.01 .06 3.67 1.05  .13**** 
   17. O: Liberalism 2.94   .98 .01 2.93 1.20 -.04 
18. Agreeableness 3.46   .49 -.14** 3.51 0.49 -.17** 
   19. A: Altruism 3.80   .79 .20* 3.77 0.82  .02 
   20. A: Cooperation 3.48   .91 -.13** 3.54 0.94 -.10 
   21. A: Modesty 2.84   .69 -.34* 2.73 0.72 -.24* 
   22. A: Morality 3.41   .71 -.16** 3.56 0.72 -.15*** 
   23. A: Trust 3.22   .77 -.02 3.48 0.82  .02 






Note:  N = 419. *p < .001, ** <.01, *** < .05, **** < .10. 
I expected that PCQ scores would positively correlate with resilience scores 
(Hypothesis 1).  Scores on the PCQ correlated positively with CD-RISC scores, r = .50, p 
< .001.  Additionally, PCQ scores correlated positively with both components of thriving 
at work:  vitality, r = .42, p < .001, and learning, r = .20, p < .001.  Overall, these results 
provided support for Hypothesis 1. 
Also, I expected that the PCQ would positively relate to achievement motivation 
factors (Hypothesis 2A).  Scores on the PCQ related positively to three factors of the 
Work Family Orientation (WOFO) Scale, representing achievement motivation:  mastery, 
r = .46, p < .001, work, r = .17, p < .001, and competitiveness, r = .20, p < .001.  Further, 
   25. C: Achievement Striving 3.58   .74 .30* 3.78 0.66  .22* 
   26. C: Cautiousness 3.29   .68 .09**** 3.40 0.61  .16*** 
   27. C: Dutifulness 3.76 1.09 -.05 3.85 1.16 -.12**** 
   28. C: Self-discipline 3.26   .67 .29* 3.69 0.69  .12**** 
Note:  N = 419 in the Academic Study.  N = 214 in the Field Study.  Subscript A refers to the Academic 
Study; Subscript F refers to the Field Study. *p < .001, ** <.01, *** < .05, **** < .10. 
Descriptive Statistics for PCQ, Performance, and Affective Variables – Study 2 (Academic Study)  
Variable   M  SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
1. Pursuing Challenge 2.61 .85    –       
2. Subjective Performance 3.54 .63  .42*   –      
3. GPA 3.06 .52  .12*** .35*  –     
4. Perceived Challenge 3.17 .32 -.03 .21* .13***  –    
5. Satisfaction  3.33 .64  .43* .59* .14** .09****  –   
6. Affective Commitment  3.13 .69  .33* .33* .17* .06 .37*   –  
7. Engagement in Challenge 3.36 .56  .16* .29* .10**** .12**** .18* .29* –  
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PCQ scores related positively to general self-efficacy, r = .35, p < .001, (Hypothesis 2B) 
and proactive personality, r = .37, p < .001, (Hypothesis 2C).  Thus, results revealed 
support for Hypotheses 2A, 2B, and 2C. 
Next, I examined hypotheses addressing relationships between PCQ scores and 
measures relating to optimism and pessimism.  I found mixed support for hypotheses that 
examined the relationship between PCQ scores and scores from Scheier and Carver’s 
(1985) measure of optimism  (Hypothesis 3A) and pessimism (Hypothesis 3B).  I found a 
significant, positive relationship between PCQ scores and optimism (Hypothesis 3A), r = 
.37, p < .001.  However, I expected a negative relationship between PCQ scores and 
pessimism, which I did not find (Hypothesis 3B), r = .15, p < .01.    Additionally, I 
anticipated that PCQ scores would relate positively to scores indicating the use of 
defensive pessimism strategies (Hypothesis 3C) because in prior research (e.g., Wilson & 
Steinke, 2001) defensive pessimists reported reactions to anxiety that were similar to 
optimists.  However, although PCQ scores were significantly related to overall scores 
measuring defensive pessimism, this relationship was unexpectedly negative, r = -.14, p 
< .01.  Thus, Hypothesis 3C was not supported.  
I found partial support for Hypothesis 4, which stated that PCQ scores would 
relate positively to grit.  A significant and positive relationship existed between pursuing 
challenge and perseverance of effort, r = .38, p < .001.  However, I did not find a 
significant relationship between pursuing challenge and the consistency of interests 
component of grit, r = -.05, p > .10. 
I examined multiple hypotheses regarding the relationship between pursuing 
challenge and various facets of the Big Five personality factors (Table 11).  I examined 
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relationships between pursuing challenge and various facets of conscientiousness 
(Hypothesis 5A).  As expected, I found significant, positive relationships between 
pursuing challenge and the self-discipline and achievement striving facets.  However, I 
did not find the expected significant relationship with dutifulness.  Additionally, I found 
an unexpected positive relationship between pursuing challenge and cautiousness.  Thus, 
Hypothesis 5A was partially supported. 
Regarding facets of openness (Hypothesis 5B), results indicated the expected 
positive and significant relationships between pursuing challenge and adventurousness 
and intellect.  However, pursuing challenge did not significantly relate to imagination as 
expected.  Further, pursuing challenge failed to demonstrate significant relationships with 
artistic interests and liberalism, as expected.  Thus, only partial support was found for 
Hypothesis 5B.   
I found partial support for Hypothesis 5C as well.  I expected pursuing challenge 
to relate to some facets of extraversion (i.e., assertiveness, excitement seeking, and 
activity level) but not friendliness.  However, pursuing challenge had positive and 
significant relationships with all examined facets of extraversion.  
As expected, pursuing challenge related to the following facets of agreeableness 
(Hypothesis 5D): morality, cooperation, and modesty.  I did not find a significant 
relationship with trust, which was expected as well.  Interestingly, the aforementioned 
relationships were in the negative direction.  However, pursuing challenge correlated 
positively with altruism, which was unexpected.  Thus, results provided partial support 
for Hypothesis 5D.   
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I obtained partial support for Hypothesis 5E.  Pursuing challenge had significant 
and negative relationships with all examined facets of Neuroticism although it was not 
expected to relate to the depression facet.  
Finally, I found support for Hypothesis 6.  Pursuing challenge had a negative 
relationship with state anxiety, r = -.22, p < .001.  Also, a negative relationship existed 
between pursuing challenge and trait anxiety, r = -.25, p < .001. 
To examine Hypotheses 7A and 7B I conducted regression analyses.  I regressed 
outcomes on variables that were similar to pursuing challenge but demonstrated existing 
relationships with various outcomes in prior research (i.e., resilience, need for 
achievement, self-efficacy, proactive personality, optimism, pessimism, and grit).  Next, 
outcomes were regressed on the same set of predictors and pursuing challenge to 
determine if pursuing challenge would account for additional variance in outcome scores.   
Subjective performance was regressed on the original set of predictors (i.e., 
resilience, need for achievement, self-efficacy, proactive personality, optimism, 
pessimism, and grit).  Significant effects were found for resilience, ß = .16, t(395) = 
2.517, p < .01, consistency of interests, ß = .12, t(395) = 3.01, p < .01, perseverance of 
effort, ß = .14, t(395) = 2.83, p < .01, pessimism, ß = .07, t(395) = 1.81, p < .10, and 
proactive personality, ß = .31, t(395) = 1.96, p < .001.  Overall, 51% of the variance in 
subjective performance was accounted for, R
2





Regression Analyses Predicting Subjective Performance – Study 2 (Academic Study) 
When subjective performance was regressed on these predictors and pursuing 
challenge, significant effects were found for pursuing challenge, ß = .16, t(394) = 3.60, p 
< .001, the consistency of interests component of grit, ß = .12, t(394) = 2.58, p < .01, the 
perseverance of effort component of grit, ß = .13, t(394) = 2.58, p < .01, pessimism, ß = 
.07, t(394) = 1.72, p < .10, the work factor of the WOFO, ß = .11, t(394) = 2.30, p < .05, 
self-efficacy, ß = .32, t(394) = 5.01, p < .001, and proactive personality, ß = .09, t(394) = 
1.72, p < .10.  No effects were found for resilience, optimism, or the mastery and 
competitiveness factors of the WOFO.  Overall, 53% of the variance in subjective 
 Subjective Performance  
(Without Pursuing Challenge) 
 Subjective Performance  
(With Pursuing Challenge) 
Predictor R
2
      ß    R
2
          ß 
Pursuing Challenge .51*    –   .53*    .16* 
Resilience   .16**      .12**** 
Consistency of Interests (Grit)   .12**      .12** 
Perseverance of Effort (Grit)   .14**      .13** 
Optimism  -.05     -.05 
Pessimism   .07****      .07**** 
Mastery    .02     -.02 
Work    .08      .11*** 
Competitiveness   .06       .06 
Self-Efficacy   .31*      .32* 
Proactive Personality   .11*      .09**** 
Note:  N = 419. * p < .001, ** <.01, *** < .05, **** < .10. 
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performance was accounted for, R
2
 = .53, F(11, 384) = 38.76, p < .001.  Results are 
reported in Table 12 and lend support to Hypothesis 7A, which stated that pursuing 
challenge would account for unique variance in performance indicators. 
Objective performance (i.e., GPA) was regressed on the same set of predictors.  
When pursuing challenge was not included, significant effects were found for 
perseverance of effort, ß = .15, t(327) = 1.94, p < .05, pessimism, ß = .19, t(327) = 3.08, p 
< .01, and self-efficacy, ß = .18, t(327) = 1.91, p < .10 (Table 14).  Overall, 10% of the 
variance in subjective performance was accounted for, R
2





Regression Analyses Predicting Objective Performance – Study 2 (Academic Study) 
After adding pursuing challenge to the list of predictors, I found significant 
effects for the perseverance of effort component of grit, ß = .14, t(316) = 1.82, p < .10, 
pessimism, ß = .18, t(316) = 3.01, p < .01, and self-efficacy, ß = .19, t(316) = 1.96, p < 
.05.  No effects were found for pursuing challenge, resilience, the consistency of interests 
component of grit, optimism, the mastery, work, and competitiveness factors of the 
WOFO, or proactive personality.  Overall, 10% of the variance in objective performance 
(GPA) was accounted for, R
2
  = .10, F (11, 316) = 3.27, p < .001.  Results are reported in 
Table 14 and do not support Hypothesis 7A, which stated that pursuing challenge would 
 Grade Point Average 
(Without Pursuing Challenge) 
 Grade Point Average  
(With Pursuing Challenge) 
Predictor R
2
 ß    R
2
          ß 
Pursuing Challenge .10*  –   .10*    .10 
Resilience  -.12     -.16 
Consistency of Interests (Grit)   .07      .07 
Perseverance of Effort (Grit)   .15***      .14**** 
Optimism  -.04     -.04 
Pessimism   .19**      .18** 
Mastery    .05      .02 
Work    .06      .08 
Competitiveness  -.07      -.07 
Self-Efficacy   .18****      .19*** 
Proactive Personality  -.11     -.12 
Note:  N = 419. * p < .001, ** p < .01, *** p < .05, **** p < .10. 
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account for unique variance in performance indicators.  Thus, Hypothesis 7A was 
partially supported. 
Also, I expected that pursuing challenge would account for unique variance in 
perceptions of affect often related to performance (i.e., satisfaction and commitment).  I 
conducted additional regression analyses to test this hypothesis. When satisfaction was 
regressed on the same set of predictors, not including pursuing challenge, significant 
effects were found for consistency of interests, ß = .18, t(385) = 4.22, p < .001, 
pessimism, ß = .16, t(385) = 3.63, p < .001, mastery, ß = .21, t(385) = 4.54, p < .001, 
competitiveness, ß = .10, t(385) = 2.29, p < .05, and self-efficacy, ß = .21, t(385) = 2.93, 
p < .01.  Overall, 42% of the variance in satisfaction scores was accounted for, R
2
  = .42, 






Regression Analyses Predicting Satisfaction – Study 2 (Academic Study) 
Next, I added pursuing challenge to the list of predictors and significant effects 
were found for pursuing challenge, ß = .18, t(384) = 3.83, p < .001, the consistency of 
interests component of grit, ß = .18, t(384) = 4.36, p < .001, pessimism, ß = .16, t(384) = 
3.56, p < .001, the mastery, ß = .15, t(384) = 3.23, p < .001, and competitiveness, ß = .10, 
t(384) = 2.15, p < .05, factors of the WOFO, and self-efficacy, ß = .22, t(384) = 3.14, p < 
.01.  No effects were found for resilience, the perseverance of effort component of grit, 
optimism, the work factor of the WOFO, or proactive personality.  Overall, 44% of the 
 Satisfaction  
(Without Pursuing Challenge) 
Satisfaction  
(With Pursuing Challenge) 
Predictor R
2
    ß  R
2
    ß 
Pursuing Challenge .42*   –  .44*  .18* 
Resilience  .10*   .03 
Consistency of Interests (Grit)  .18   .18* 
Perseverance of Effort (Grit)  .07   .05 
Optimism        -.02  -.03 
Pessimism  .16*   .16* 
Mastery   .21*   .15* 
Work   .00   .04 
Competitiveness  .10***   .10*** 
Self-Efficacy  .21**   .22* 
Proactive Personality  .08   .07 
Note:  N = 419. * p < .001, ** <.01, *** < .05, **** < .10. 
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variance in satisfaction with the challenge was accounted for, R
2
  = .44, F (11, 384) = 
27.59, p < .001.  Results are reported in Table 15 and lend support to Hypothesis 7B. 
When commitment was regressed on the same set of original predictors 
significant effects were found for mastery, ß = .29, t(385) = 5.47, p < .001, self-efficacy, 
ß = .18, t(385) = 2.18, p < .05, and proactive personality, ß = .20, t(385) = 2.86, p < .01.  
Overall, 23% of the variance in commitment scores were accounted for by these 
variables, R
2
  = .23, F (10, 385) = 11.29, p < .001 (Table 16).  After adding pursuing 
challenge, significant effects were found for pursuing challenge, ß = .17, t(384) = 3.07, p 
< .01, resilience, ß = -.15, t(384) = -1.89, p < .10, the mastery component of the WOFO, 
ß = .24, t(384) = 4.33, p < .001, self-efficacy, ß = .19, t(384) = 2.34, p < .05, and 
proactive personality, ß = .18, t(384) = 2.66, p < .01.  No effects were found for grit, 
optimism, pessimism, or the work and competitiveness factors of the WOFO.  Overall, 
25% of the variance in objective performance (GPA) was accounted for, R
2
  = .25, F (11, 
384) = 11.35, p < .001.  Results are reported in Table 16 and lend additional support to 






Regression Analyses Predicting Commitment – Study 2 (Academic Study) 
 
 Commitment 
(Without Pursuing Challenge) 
Commitment 
(With Pursuing Challenge) 
Predictor R
2
    ß R
2
    ß 
Pursuing Challenge .23*   – .25*  .17** 
Resilience  -.09  -.15**** 
Consistency of Interests (Grit)  .07   .07 
Perseverance of Effort (Grit)  .09   .07 
Optimism  -.08  -.09 
Pessimism  -.06  -.06 
Mastery   .24*   .24* 
Work   .02   .02 
Competitiveness  .01  -.01 
Self-Efficacy  .19***   .19*** 
Proactive Personality  .18**   .18** 







Study 2: Examination in an Academic Setting 
 Study 2 had two purposes.  First, I wanted to examine the nomological network of 
pursuing challenge.  A second goal was to examine the potential need for pursuing 
challenge as a construct in the literature on resilience and performance.  I evaluated the 
factor structure of the PCQ and subsequently used the tool to explore relationships 
between pursuing challenge and various constructs (e.g., resilience, grit, and need for 
achievement).  My results supported many of the hypothesized relationships in an 
academic setting.  However, results indicated several issues that should be addressed 
through future research. 
 Summary of results.  I expected pursuing challenge would demonstrate 
significant relationships with resilience and other constructs related to performance under 
stress, as well as motivation and facets of the Big Five personality domains.  Researchers 
examining resilience have suggested that individual characteristics such as an optimistic 
outlook or grit enable individuals to negate or neutralize exposure to stress (e.g., 
Duckworth et al., 2007; Garmezy et al., 1984; Lee et al., 2001), resulting in resilient 
reactions to challenging situations.  Other researchers attempted to predict successful 
individual performance and suggested that individual characteristics, such as need for 
achievement, general self-efficacy, and proactive personality, provide motivation for 
individuals to perform (e.g., Bandura, 1977; Scheier & Carver, 1985).  Further, some 
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researchers (e.g., Ashton et al., 2009) suggested that potentially narrower constructs that 
could provide more specific insight into the personality characteristics of individuals 
should be evaluated.  I found positive and significant relationships between pursuing 
challenge and resilience, optimism, and anxiety.  However, only the perseverance 
component of grit related to pursuing challenge.  Also, pursuing challenge demonstrated 
positive and significant relationships with need for achievement, self-efficacy, and 
proactive personality.  Results for the relationships between pursuing challenge and 
various facets of the Big Five personality traits were mixed.  Pursuing challenge 
demonstrated significant relationships with various facets of conscientiousness, openness, 
and agreeableness, suggesting that pursuing challenge might provide more specific 
insight into the type of individual who is likely to pursue challenge.  However, pursuing 
challenge related to all examined facets of neuroticism and extraversion, indicating that 
pursuing challenge might not provide additional information about individuals high in 
neuroticism or extraversion.  
Theoretical implications and future research.  Study 2 results have 
implications for the identification of individuals who might demonstrate greater resilience 
in stressful circumstances. More specifically, the results of Study 2 suggested three 
themes with theoretical and practical implications for research on resilience and 
performance.  First, an approach that evaluates how individuals proactively manage 
stressful and challenging situations could provide important information into which 
individuals perform well under stress.  Second, individuals who actively seek out 
challenging situations appeared to behave in ways that are inconsistent with previous 
research on resilience, particularly regarding pessimistic viewpoints as well as grit.  
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Additionally, the role of personality in resilience research warrants additional exploration 
than is provided by the use of Big Five personality domains. 
 A proactive perspective.  Current research on resilience reflects a reactionary 
approach that attempts to explain who performed well under stress after the stressful 
events occur.  This stream of research would benefit from a proactive approach that 
potentially identifies individuals who can effectively manage stress prior to the 
occurrence of adversity.  Researchers have examined the effects of stress on individual 
performance and mental health after individuals experience stress and adversity (e.g., 
Kobasa, 1979).  Such tactics attempted to identify the reason for negative reactions to 
adversity as individual characteristics that individuals lacked or did not possess enough of 
(often referred to as deficit approaches).  Examination of individuals who proactively 
approach challenges, thereby purposefully increasing the amount of stress experienced, 
provides information not only into which individuals might purposefully place 
themselves in such situations, but also how individuals might function effectively in 
stressful circumstances.  Pursuing challenge accounted for additional variance in all 
performance-related measures in Study 2 beyond other variables used to evaluate 
individual resilience.  Identification of individuals who actively seek out challenging 
circumstances might result in the identification of individuals who are likely to 
demonstrate resilience in challenging circumstances.  Thus, pursuing challenge might 
provide valuable insight into resilience as an antecedent.   
Preliminary analyses from Study 2 suggested that pursuing challenge accounted 
for unique variance in individual resilience (see Table 17).  Researchers (e.g., Duckworth 
et al., 2007, Garmezy et al., 1984, and Lee et al., 2007) have suggested that variables 
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such as grit and optimism are potential antecedents of individual resilience and that 
individuals high in grit and optimism demonstrate greater resilience in the face of 
adversity.   I regressed resilience scores on pursuing challenge and other identified 
antecedents of resilience (i.e., grit, optimism, pessimism, need for achievement, self-
efficacy, proactive personality, and anxiety) and found that pursuing challenge 
significantly predicted resilience scores in an academic setting.  These results further 
indicate that pursuing challenge is a construct that captures something not yet examined 





Regression Analyses Predicting Resilience 
Future research should attempt to replicate these results and evaluate the extent to 
which pursuing challenge continues to predict individual resilience in other domains 
(e.g., the workplace).  Individuals might self-select into environments that are 
characterized as stressful and challenging.  Thus, individuals who pursue challenges 
might self-select into certain occupations identified as challenging, allowing for better fit 
 Study 2 (Academic)  Study 3 (Field) 
Predictor R
2
 ß  R
2
 ß 
Pursuing Challenge .72*  .16*  .69*  .08**** 
Consistency of Interests (Grit)  -.01   -.03 
Perseverance of Effort (Grit)   .29*    .32* 
Optimism   .25*    .20* 
Pessimism  -.01    .01 
Mastery    .03    .02 
Work    .12*     .09 
Competitiveness   .01    .04 
Self-Efficacy   .13**    .19** 
Proactive Personality   .11**    .11**** 
State Anxiety  -.03    .01 
Trait Anxiety  -.08***   -.08 
Note:  N = 418 in Study 2; N = 214 in Study 3. * p < .001, ** p < .01, *** p < .05, 
**** p < .10. 
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between the person and the job.  On the other hand, individuals who prefer to pursue 
challenges but find themselves in occupations that fail to provide enough challenge might 
face performance impairment as the result of a lack of stimulation and decreased 
motivation to perform.   
Potential differences captured by pursuing challenge.  Several researchers (e.g., 
Duckworth et al., 2007; Lee et al., 2011) have suggested that individuals who 
demonstrate grit and are optimistic are more resilient in the face of adversity and 
ultimately perform better than their counterparts low in grit or high in pessimism.   Based 
on this research, I expected individuals who pursued challenge would report higher 
scores on optimism and grit.  Additionally, I expected the opposite (negative) relationship 
between pursuing challenge and pessimism because I expected pessimists to be less likely 
to seek out challenges because of anticipated failure.  On the other hand, defensive 
pessimists tend to demonstrate results similar to optimists.  Therefore, I expected the 
relationship between pursuing challenge and defensive pessimism to be positive.  
However, these results were not confirmed in Study 2.  Thus, individuals who actively 
seek out challenging situations might demonstrate differing characteristics prior to the 
occurrence of adversity than they do after the occurrence of such negative events.  These 
results have important implications for research on pessimistic tendencies and grit, as 
well as resilience, and warrant a proactive approach to such research.  
 Pessimistic tendencies.  Previous research (e.g., Fredrickson, Tugade, Waugh, & 
Larkin, 2003) has indicated optimism and pessimism play key roles in resilience and how 
individuals respond to adversity.  Garmezy et al. (1984) found that an individual’s 
tendency to be optimistic neutralized exposure to risk and Werner and Smith (1992) 
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found that optimistic outlooks negated the potentially negative effects of stress.  Spector 
et al. (1995) found optimists sought out challenging jobs more often because they 
engaged in problem-focused coping strategies that enabled them to deal effectively with 
stress.  Thus, it would make sense that optimistic individuals might pursue challenges 
whereas pessimists might avoid challenges.  Further, defensive pessimists motivate 
themselves by setting low expectations for challenging events and often demonstrate 
reactions similar optimists regarding anxiety (Wilson & Steinke, 2002).   
Conversely, in Study 2, optimism and pessimism demonstrated similar positive 
relationships with pursuing challenge whereas defensive pessimism negatively related to 
pursuing challenge.  It is possible that the cognitive orientation used might not influence 
the extent to which individuals are likely to pursue challenges, only their expectations 
about the final results of those challenges.  However, that explanation would not explain 
the opposing results found for pessimism and defensive pessimism.  Instead, the extent to 
which people with varying cognitive orientations might pursue challenge might reflect 
differences in the process of managing the challenge rather than a focus on the 
anticipated outcomes of the challenge.  For example, although optimists might be more 
inclined to pursue a challenge because they expect positive outcomes, such individuals 
likely pursue challenges because they believe they can effectively manage any stress 
associated with the challenge.  Because they expect to effectively manage stress they 
might be more inclined to seek out challenging opportunities as reported by Spector et al. 
(1995).  A pessimist, on the other hand, might pursue challenge despite expectations of 
failure, as suggested by the results of Study 2.  Contrary to my expectations, perhaps 
pessimists do not avoid challenges, merely waiting for difficult situations to arise before 
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they react.  Perhaps, instead, pessimists attempt challenges as a way of increasing their 
stress and anxiety levels in order to provide justification for their negative expectations.  
This behavior would fit the proactive approach to pursuing challenge that is expected of 
individuals, although it potentially is a way to manipulate positive perceptions often 
associated with proactive behavior in the pessimist’s favor.  In other words, by pursuing a 
challenge, pessimists are able to justify their negative expectations of the challenge once 
they demonstrate higher stress and anxiety resulting from the challenge.  In the case of 
pessimists, the message then becomes one of “see, I told you it would turn out bad” 
because they demonstrated negative reactions to stress.  
Individuals with defensively pessimistic outlooks, on the other hand, might 
demonstrate different tendencies.  Low expectations increase stress in defensive 
pessimists to the point where they react in ways that result in better preparation for the 
challenge, thus resulting in increased potential for success.  However, this strategy is in 
direct conflict with the notion of pursuing challenge.  Individuals who pursue challenge 
use the process of being challenged as a developmental tool and therefore have lower 
perceptions of stress during difficult situations.  Thus, a defensive pessimist might be less 
likely to report higher levels of pursuing challenge because the defensively pessimistic 
strategy requires increased perceptions of stress in order for them to be effectively 
motivated.  
Future research should examine the various perceptions of stress and anxiety 
among optimists, pessimists, and defensive pessimists in an attempt to differentiate 
defensive pessimists further from both optimists and pessimists.  Researchers could 
examine the extent to which varying levels of perceived stress and anxiety function as 
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activating mechanisms of cognitive orientations in an attempt to explain the process by 
which defensive pessimism functions as a strategic mechanism. 
Grit.  Duckworth et al. (2010) suggested that individuals high in grit are likely to 
be more resilient by demonstrating perseverance and consist interests.  I hypothesized 
that components of grit would relate to pursuing challenge.  However, pursuing challenge 
demonstrated a relationship with perseverance of effort, but not consistency of interests.  
Individuals who pursue challenges are expected to do so because challenges provide them 
with an opportunity to practice skill development in difficult situations that enable them 
to become better prepared for a variety of situations. Thus, to develop those skills such 
individuals continue to act (i.e., persevere) rather than quitting when faced with 
challenges.  However, because resulting skill development is expected to be transferable 
to a variety of situations, consistency across situations is not necessarily as important as 
perseverance throughout various challenges. When trying to predict which individuals 
might demonstrate positive reactions to adversity (i.e., resilience), these results support 
the idea that the ability to struggle through a challenging situation might be a key 
individual characteristic that enables a person to continue in the face of adversity, 
ultimately gaining the opportunity to succeed when others fail to try.  On the other hand, 
the specific topic of interest might not matter as much as specific characteristics of the 
topic.  In other words, an individual who pursues challenge might be more focused on the 
transferable aspects of the challenge rather than the challenge itself.  However, results of 
the current study only indicate that these relationships exist, and do not provide any 
predictive support of this notion.  Future research should examine the predictive nature of 
pursuing challenge and how the two components of grit, perseverance of effort and 
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consistency of interests, differentially impact resilience.  Additionally, future research on 
this topic should attempt to identify characteristics of various outcomes (e.g., transferable 
characteristics) that might influence whether individuals persevere or quit, as well as 
individuals’ ability to remain consistently interested in such outcomes. 
 The role of personality.  Additionally, relationships between pursuing challenge 
and personality traits could provide greater insight into individual resilience during 
stressful circumstances.   Most research involving personality traits focuses on the use of 
the Big Five personality domains:  extraversion, conscientiousness, openness, 
agreeableness, and neuroticism.  In Study 2 pursuing challenge demonstrated various 
relationships with facets of conscientiousness, agreeableness, and openness, and 
consistently related to all examined facets of extraversion and neuroticism.  
A broader conclusion to draw from these results indicates that personality facets 
related to pursuing challenge suggest that individuals who tend to pursue challenge can 
be described as high in adventurousness and intellect, cooperative, modest, and moral, as 
well as altruistic, self-disciplined, and achievement striving, although somewhat cautious.  
Further, such individuals are likely extroverted and emotionally stable.  Individuals who 
pursue challenge also were more likely to possess a proactive personality, thereby 
seeking opportunity and showing initiative to develop themselves. 
These results indicate that research involving personality traits could benefit from 
taking a more specific approach to personality rather than focusing on broader domains.  
Additional research should attempt to explore these relationships in an attempt to 
determine the consistency of these relationships across samples.  For instance, future 
research could explore these relationships in various work domains.  Several researchers 
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(e.g., Barrick & Mount, 1991) identified trends in relationships between Big Five 
personality domains and various jobs.  It would be interesting to examine the role of 
pursuing challenge across job types to explore whether the results of this study differ 
across jobs. 
Study 2 Conclusion 
 Based on the results of Study 2, the PCQ is a potentially useful measurement tool 
through which an individual’s tendency to pursue challenge may be measured.  Further, 
pursuing challenge appears to be a relevant construct missing from current research on 
resilience and performance.  Pursuing challenge related to various aspects of motivation 
(i.e., need for achievement and self-efficacy) and demonstrated most of the expected 
pattern of relationships with resilience and other constructs related to resilience (e.g., 
thriving, perseverance of effort, and anxiety).  Additionally, the construct of pursuing 
challenge demonstrated some of the expected relationships with personality, as indicated 
by proactive personality and various facets of the Big Five personality domains.  
However, additional research should examine the extent to which these relationships can 
be replicated in other samples.  More specifically, Study 2 occurred within an academic 
setting and characteristics surrounding the sample and academic nature of the study might 
lead to different results in other settings (e.g., field settings).  Therefore, in Study 3 I 
attempted to examine the construct of pursuing challenge in a field setting that included a 






Study 3:  Examination in Field Settings 
I attempted to validate the PCQ in field settings involving workers from a variety 
of domains (e.g., emergency responders, teachers).  Additionally, I attempted to evaluate 
the nomological network for the pursuing challenge construct by examining the 
relationship between pursuing challenge and other identified constructs within various 
field settings to determine the extent to which the pursuing challenge construct applies to 
a variety of work domains.  I expected that some work domain differences would exists 
in the results because I expect individuals in some domains (e.g., emergency responders) 
are likely to pursue challenge to a greater extent than other domains (e.g., individuals 
involved in marketing).   
Participants   
Participants in the field study originally included 238 working adults in a variety 
of domains.  These adults participated on a voluntary basis after permission to contact 
them was obtained from their organization (see Appendix V for a letter seeking 
permission to contact employees).  The primary investigator made contact with someone 
at the organization to seek permission to survey employees.  Upon receiving permission 
from the organization, the primary investigator emailed employees a link to the survey 
and asked them to complete the surveys.  Additionally, working participants who were 
part of the primary investigator’s professional network were asked to participate.  Prior to 
gaining access to the survey, participants were asked to provide their consent (Appendix 
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W contains the consent form).  Reminder emails were sent periodically (e.g., once a 
month) until a sufficient sample size was obtained.   
Data were cleaned according to procedures outlined in Study 1 (Pilot Study).  No 
individuals were removed for pattern responding.  Additionally, responses were screened 
to eliminate participants who reported either not having a current job or working less than 
15 hours per week, resulting in the elimination of 24 participants.  Missing responses 
were replaced with mean values when scoring responses.  Responses were analyzed for 
all individuals who completed at least one survey in addition to the PCQ.  The final 
sample for the field study (Study 3) consisted of 214 participants.  The sample included 
107 females (50%) and 94 males (43.9%) with a mean age of 27.6 years (SD = 12.6).  
The majority of participants were Caucasian (74.8%).  Additional participant information 




Sample Characteristics – Study 3 (Field Study) 
Variable Frequency Percent 
Female 107 50.0 
Male   94 43.9 
   
African American   15   7.0 
Asian     7   3.3 
Hispanic     3   1.4 
Native American     1   0.5 
Caucasian 160 74.8 
Other   13   6.1 
Note: N = 214   
Measures 
Pursuing challenge.   Results from Study 1 (Pilot Study) were used to develop a 
revised version of the PCQ that evaluated individuals’ tendency to pursue challenge.  
Participants were instructed to think about a “challenging, difficult situation at work that 
induced some level of anxiety” in them and to respond to items using a 5-point graphic 
rating scale that ranged from “not at all true” (1) to “very true” (5).  Scores were averaged 
to retain the original metric of the scale, and higher scores were expected to reflect higher 
levels of the tendency to pursue challenge (see Appendix A for the original item list).  
Resilience.  Resilience was measured using a 25-item measure (the CD-RISC) 
developed by Connor and Davidson (2003).  Participants were instructed to think about a 
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“challenging, difficult situation at work that induced some level of anxiety” in them and 
to answer questions with that work situation in mind.  This measure was described in 
Study 1 (Pilot Study, see page 38), and items are shown in Appendix D). 
Grit.  Twelve items from Duckworth et al. (2007) comprised the Grit Scale.  
Participants were instructed to think about a “challenging, difficult situation at work that 
induced some level of anxiety” in them and to answer questions that work situation in 
mind.  This measure was described in Study 1 (see page 39), and items are shown in 
Appendix C). 
Cognitive strategies.  Multiple measures assessed cognitive strategies (i.e., 
optimism, pessimism, and defensive pessimism) that individuals might use in response to 
challenging work events.  Two scales, the OPPQ by Norem and Cantor (1986a) and the 
LOT-R by Scheier and Carver (1985) that were previously used in Study 2 (Academic 
Study) were used to determine which cognitive strategies individuals used in managing 
challenges at work, such as optimistic, pessimistic, and defensively pessimistic 
tendencies.   The LOT-R was described in Study 1 (see page 39) and Study 2 (see page 
59).  The OPPQ was described in Study 2 (see pages 59-64).  The OPPQ can be found in 
Appendix N and the LOT-R can be found in Appendix D. 
Need for achievement.  Achievement motivation was measured using Spence 
and Helmreich’s (1983) Work and Family Orientation (WOFO) Scale.  This measure was 
described in Study 2 (see page 65), and items are shown in Appendix O). 
Self-efficacy.  Chen et al. (2001) developed an 8-item measure of general self-




Proactive personality.  Proactive personality was assessed using a shortened 
version of Bateman and Crant’s (1993) Proactive Personality Scale (PPS) developed by 
Seibert et al., (1999).  This measure was described in Study 2 (Academic Study, see page 
66), and items are shown in Appendix Q). 
Personality.  I assessed personality using the IPIP measure of the Big Five 
personality factors (International Personality Item Pool, 2013).  Specifically, I used the 
IPIP representation of Costa and McCrae’s (1992b) five NEO domains and facets.  This 
measure was described in Study 2 (see page 66), and items are shown in Appendix R). 
Anxiety.  To measure participants’ state and trait anxiety levels, I used a short-
form version of Spielberger’s (1983) State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI) that was 
developed by Marteau and Bekker (1992).  This measure was described in Study 2 (see 
page 67), and items are shown in Appendix S). 
Subjective performance.  Several items were developed to assess participants’ 
subjective perceptions of their work performance.  These items were similar to the 
subjective items used in Study 1 (Pilot Study) but referred to performance on the 
challenge at work instead of performance in a challenging situation (e.g., “How well did 
you perform on the work challenge?”).  This measure was described in Study 1 (see page 
40).  Instructions and scale items are shown in Appendix E. 
Perceived challenge.  Individuals were asked to identify the level of perceived 
challenge associated with their field of work.  These items were similar to the items used 
in the Pilot Study but referred to perceived challenge at work instead of perceived 
challenge in a difficult situation (e.g., “How challenging is your field of work?”).  This 
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measure was described in Study 1 (see page 40).  Instructions for the field study and scale 
items are shown in Appendix F. 
Satisfaction.  Additionally, individual affect related to work performance was 
measured using Cammann et al.’s (1985) Michigan Organizational Assessment 
Questionnaire (MOAQ), which is a measure of overall job satisfaction.  Participants 
responded to questions about their level of satisfaction with their performance in their 
field of work (e.g., “All in all, I am satisfied with my performance in my field of work”).  
This measure was described in Study 1 (see page 40).  Instructions and scale items are 
shown in Appendix G. 
Affective commitment.  Meyer et al.’s (1993) 6-item Affective Commitment 
Scale (ACS) was adapted to assess participants’ commitment to their field of work (e.g., 
“This field has a great deal of personal meaning to me”).  This measure was described in 
Study 1 (see page 41).  Instructions and scale items are shown in Appendix H. 
Demographics.  A demographic survey contained 13 questions pertaining to 
individual characteristics.  Biographical information included questions about 
participants’ age, gender, ethnicity, work domain, experience, and educational 
backgrounds.  Additional questions from Study 1 (see page 41) were rewritten to address 
the extent to which participants’ chose to engage in their particular field of work (e.g., “I 
chose to engage in this field of work”) to gain additional information about their work.  
This demographic information was used to assess group differences where applicable 






Once permission was granted to ask employees to participate in the study, 
potential participants received emails that were either forwarded from the organizational 
contact or directly from the primary investigator.  Upon agreeing to consider participating 
in the study, participants were provided with a link to an online survey where they were 
provided first with an overview of the study and asked to provide their consent before 
receiving access to the survey (the consent form is located in Appendix W).   Participants 
were asked to complete the survey in one sitting under controlled conditions (e.g., a 
private or quiet room with few distractions) in an attempt to control environmental 
conditions while attempting to maximize the number of responses.  Participants were 
instructed to think about a “challenging, difficult situation at work that induced some 
level of anxiety in them” and to respond to items with that situation in mind.  Participants 
who did not have access to a computer or who preferred to complete a pen-and-paper 
version of the survey could request a hard copy of the survey by emailing the primary 
investigator although no one took advantage of this option.  Participants completed 
surveys in the same order as described in Study 2 (Academic Study).  Upon completion 
of the survey participants were provided with a debriefing summary (Appendix Y). 
Analyses Conducted 
I analyzed demographic information by obtaining mean and standard deviation 
scores for each participant where applicable (e.g., age). Where mean data was available, I 
made group comparisons to ensure that group differences did not occur.  Prior to testing 
hypotheses, I mean-centered variables and dummy code categorical variables.  I 
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calculated composite scores for each measured variable as well as internal consistency 
scores for each scale.   
In an attempt to replicate results from the academic study, I performed the 
following analyses on data from field settings.  I calculated correlations to evaluate the 
relationship between pursuing challenge and other constructs (Hypotheses 1, 2A, 2B, 2C, 
3A, 3B, 3C, 4, 5A, 5B, 5C, and 6.  Hypothesis 1 stated that pursuing challenge would 
positively relate to resilience.  Hypotheses 2A, 2B, and 2C were examined with correlation 
analyses as well to test the extent to which individuals high in need for achievement, self-
efficacy, and proactive personality, respectively, also scored high in pursuing challenge.  
Hypotheses 3A suggested that pursuing challenge positively related to optimism, 
Hypothesis 3B suggested that pursuing challenge was negatively related to pessimism, 
and Hypothesis 3C assessed whether the relationship between pursuing challenge was 
positively related to defensive pessimism.  Hypothesis 4 examined whether pursuing 
challenge was positively related to grit, and Hypothesis 6 examined the relationship 
between pursuing challenge and anxiety.  
Hypotheses 5A through 5E suggested that various facets of Big Five personality 
traits would relate to pursuing challenge.  To examine these relationships, I correlated 
pursuing challenge with each of the personality facets and determined which facets 
demonstrated a significant relationship with pursuing challenge. 
I used regression analyses to test Hypotheses 7A and 7B.  Hypotheses 7A and 7B 
evaluated the extent to which pursuing challenge accounted for unique variance in 
potential outcomes above and beyond other similar constructs (i.e., resilience, need for 
achievement, self-efficacy, proactive personality, optimism, pessimism, and grit).  
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Potential outcomes evaluated for these hypotheses include subjective performance 






Study 3: Examination in Field Settings 
Hypothesis testing.  Table 19 contains descriptive statistics and correlations between 
pursuing challenge and potentially related variables (e.g., grit).  Correlations between pursuing 
challenge and personality variables are reported in Table 11 and correlations between pursuing 
challenge and potential outcome variables are reported in Table 19.  To examine Hypotheses 1 




Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Study 3 Variables (Field Study) 
Variable   M   SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1. PC 2.92 .70    –          
2. Resil. 3.72 .56   .40*   –         
  3. Vital  3.71 .74   .26*  .70*   –        
  4. Learn 4.04 .70   .13***  .75*  .57*   –       
5. C of I  3.15 .76 -.03  .15***  .30*  .21** –      
6. P of E 3.75 .69   .35*  .67*  .53*  .54*  .19**   –     
7. Opt. 3.63 .75   .20*  .49*  .52*  .37*  .24*  .43*   –    
8. Pess. 3.47 .88   .05  .27*  .38*  .27*  .34*  .27*  .43* –   
9. DPess. 3.57 .71   .17***  .40*  .20**  .35* -.16***  .32*  .16*** -.12****  –  
10. Master 3.51 .46   .32*  .39*  .33*  .32* .06  .38*  .25* .14*** .20** – 
11. Work 4.08 .63   .19**  .53*  .41*  .58* .20**  .53*  .38*   .19** .48* .43* 
12. Comp.  3.42 .81   .23*  .28*  .17***  .22** -.21**  .21**  .12**** -.17*** .27* .35* 
13. S-Eff 3.87 .63   .25*  .60*  .44*  .62* .23*  .58*  .43*   .24* .34* .40* 
14. ProPer 3.60 .57   .40*  .60*  .50*  .55* -.01  .48*  .38*   .07 .38* .53* 
15. SAnx. 2.84 .61 -.23* -.24* -.27* -.11 -.18*** -.19** -.40* -.21** .01 -.07 
16. TAnx. 2.61 .53 -.08 -.33* -.36* -.23* -.15*** -.22* -.50* -.41* .04 -.11 




















(Thriving); Learn = Learning (Thriving); C of I = Consistency of Interests (Grit); P of E = Perseverance of Interests (Grit); 
Opt. = Optimism; Pess. = Pessimism; DPess. = Defensive Pessimism; Mastery (Master), Work, and Competitiveness (Comp) 
are components of Need for Achievement as measured by the WOFO; Pro. Per. = Proactive Personality; S-Eff = Self-
Efficacy; S. Anx. = State Anxiety; T. Anx. = Trait Anxiety. 
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Table 19 continued 
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Study 3 Variables (Field Study)  
Variable 11 12 13 14 15 16 
1. PC       
2. Resil.       
  3. Vital        
  4. Learn       
5. C of I        
6. P of E       
7. Opt.       
8. Pess.       
9. DPess.       
10. Master       
11. Work    –      
12. Comp.   .33* –     
13. S-Eff  .69* .29* –    
14. ProPer  .58* .35* .60* –   
15. SAnx. -.07 -.15*** -.18** -.14***  –  
16. TAnx. -.19** -.09 -.33* -.21** .52* – 




(Thriving); C of I = Consistency of Interests (Grit); P of E = Perseverance of Interests (Grit); Opt. = Optimism; Pess. = Pessimism; DPess. = Defensive 
Pessimism; Mastery (Master), Work, and Competitiveness (Comp) are components of Need for Achievement as measured by the WOFO; Pro. Per. = 
Proactive Personality; S-Eff = Self-Efficacy; S. Anx. = State Anxiety; T. Anx. = Trait Anxiety. 
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I expected that PCQ scores would positively correlate with resilience scores 
(Hypothesis 1).  Scores on the PCQ correlated positively with CD-RISC scores, r = .40, p 
< .001.  Additionally, PCQ scores correlated positively with both components of thriving 
at work:  vitality, r = .26, p < .001, and learning, r = .13, p < .05.  Overall, these results 
provide continued support for Hypothesis 1. 
Also, I expected that the PCQ would positively relate to achievement motivation 
factors (Hypothesis 2A).  Scores on the PCQ related positively to all measured factors of 
the Work Family Orientation (WOFO) Scale, representing achievement motivation:  
mastery, r = .32, p < .001, work, r = .19, p < .01, and competitiveness, r = .23, p < .001.  
Further, PCQ scores related positively to general self-efficacy, r = .25, p < .001, 
(Hypothesis 2B) and proactive personality, r = .40, p < .001, (Hypothesis 2C), 
respectively.  Thus, I found additional support for Hypotheses 2A, 2B, and 2C. 
Next I examined hypotheses addressing relationships between PCQ scores and 
measures relating to optimism and pessimism.  Once again, I found mixed support for 
hypotheses that examined the relationship between PCQ scores and scores from Scheier 
Table 20 
Descriptive Statistics for PCQ and Outcome Variables – Study 3 (Field Study) 
Variable M SD   1 2 3 4 5 
1. Pursuing Challenge 2.92 .70   --     
2. Subjective Performance 3.82 .61  .26* --    
3. Satisfaction 3.54 .64  .51* .47* --   
4. Affective Commitment 3.07 .69  .43* .24* .36* --  
5. Perceived Challenge 3.13 .33 -.11 .17** .02 .12**** -- 
Note:  N = 214. *p < .001, ** <.01, *** < .05, **** < .10. 
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and Carver’s (1985) measure of optimism  (Hypothesis 3A) and pessimism (Hypothesis 
3B).  I replicated a significant, positive relationship between PCQ scores and optimism, 
Hypothesis 3A; r = .20, p < .001.  However, I did not find a negative relationship between 
PCQ scores and pessimism (Hypothesis 3B), r = .05, p > .10.  Additionally, I anticipated 
that PCQ scores would relate positively to scores indicating the use of defensive 
pessimism strategies (Hypothesis 3C) because many individuals characterized as 
defensive pessimists reported reactions to anxiety that were similar to optimists (e.g., 
Wilson & Steinke, 2001).  PCQ scores were positively and significantly related to overall 
scores measuring defensive pessimism, r = .17, p < .05.  Thus, Hypothesis 3C was 
supported in the field study.  
I found partial support for Hypothesis 4, which stated that PCQ scores would 
relate positively to grit.  Similar to Study 2 (Academic Study), a significant and positive 
relationship existed between pursuing challenge and perseverance of effort, r = .35, p < 
.001, but pursuing challenge did not demonstrate a significant relationship with the 
consistency of interests component of grit, r = -.03, p < .10. 
I examined multiple hypotheses regarding the relationship between pursuing 
challenge and various facets of the Big Five personality factors (Table 11).  I obtained 
partial support for Hypothesis 5A.  I examined relationships between pursuing challenge 
and various facets of conscientiousness.  As expected, I found significant, positive 
relationships between pursuing challenge and the self-discipline, achievement striving 
facets.  Pursuing challenge also demonstrated a significant relationship with dutifulness, 
although it was negative in direction.  However, I found an unexpected positive 
relationship between pursuing challenge and cautiousness. 
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Regarding facets of openness (Hypothesis 5B), results indicated the expected 
positive and significant relationships between pursuing challenge and imagination as well 
as adventurousness.  However, pursuing challenge did not significantly relate to intellect 
as expected.  On the other hand, as hypothesized, pursuing challenge was not 
significantly related to artistic interests or liberalism.  Therefore, only partial support was 
found for Hypothesis 5B.   
I found support for Hypothesis 5C.  I expected pursuing challenge to relate to 
some facets of extraversion (i.e., assertiveness, excitement seeking, and activity level) but 
not friendliness.  Pursuing challenge demonstrated all of the expected relationships with 
the examined facets of extraversion. Further, all of the expected significant relationships 
were in the positive direction. 
As expected, pursuing challenge related to two facets of agreeableness 
(Hypothesis 5D): morality and modesty.  These relationships were in the negative 
direction.  I did not find the expected relationship between pursuing challenge and 
cooperation.  Further, pursuing challenge did not correlate with altruism or trust, which 
was expected.  Thus, results provided only partial support for Hypothesis 5D.  
Hypothesis 5E examined the relationships between pursuing challenge and facets 
of neuroticism.  Pursuing challenge had significant and negative relationships with all 
examined facets of Neuroticism with the exception of the depression facet.  Therefore, 
Hypothesis 5E was supported in the field study. 
Finally, I found partial support for Hypothesis 6.  Pursuing challenge had a 
negative relationship with state anxiety, r = -.23, p < .001.  However, although a negative 
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relationship existed between pursuing challenge and trait anxiety, this relationship was 
not significant, r = -.08, p > .10. 
To examine Hypotheses 7A and 7B I regressed various potential outcomes of 
pursuing challenge on other similar variables that previously demonstrated relationships 
with performance in prior research (i.e., resilience, need for achievement, self-efficacy, 
proactive personality, optimism, pessimism, and grit).  Then I regressed the same 
outcomes on the same set of predictors in addition to pursuing challenge to determine if 
pursuing challenge accounted for unique variance in outcome scores.  When subjective 
performance was regressed on these predictors significant effects were found for 
resilience, ß = .19, t(193) = 2.58, p < .01, perseverance of effort, ß = .21, t(193) = 3.33, p 
< .001, optimism, ß = -.15, t(193) = -2.69, p < .01, pessimism, ß = .10, t(193) = 1.98, p < 
.05, mastery, ß = -.19, t(193) = 3.46, p < .001, work, ß = .23, t(193) = 3.59, p < .001, 
competitiveness, ß = .09, t(193) = 1.68, p < .10, and self-efficacy, ß = .39, t(193) = 5.62, 
p < .001.  No significant effects were found for consistency of interests (grit) or proactive 
personality.  Overall, 63% of the variance in subjective performance was accounted for, 
R
2





Regression Analyses Predicting Subjective Performance – Study 3 (Field Study) 
After adding pursuing challenge to the list of predictors, I found significant 
effects for resilience, ß = .18, t(192) = 2.47, p < .05, the perseverance of effort component 
of grit, ß = .21, t(192) = 3.19, p < .01, optimism, ß = -.15, t(192) = -2.69, p < .01, 
pessimism, ß = .11, t(192) = 1.98, p < .05, the mastery, ß = -.19, t(192) = -3.50, p < .001, 
and work factors of the WOFO, ß = .24, t(192) = 3.63, p < .001, and self-efficacy, ß = 
.39, t(192) = 5.63, p < .001.  No effects were found for pursuing challenge, the 
consistency of interests component of grit, competitiveness, or proactive performance.  
Overall, 63% of the variance in subjective performance was accounted for, R
2
  = .63, F 
 Subjective Performance 
(without Pursuing Challenge) 
 Subjective Performance  
(with Pursuing Challenge) 
Predictor R
2
 ß         R
2
          ß 
Pursuing Challenge .63*    –   .63*    .03 
Resilience   .19**      .18*** 
Consistency of Interests (Grit)  -.01     -.01 
Perseverance of Effort (Grit)   .21*      .21** 
Optimism  -.15*     -.15** 
Pessimism   .10***      .11** 
Mastery   -.19*     -.19* 
Work    .23*      .24* 
Competitiveness   .09****       .08 
Self-Efficacy   .39*      .39* 
Proactive Personality   .01      .00 
Note:  N = 214. * p < .001, ** p < .01, *** p < .05, **** p < .10. 
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(11, 192) = 29.81, p < .001.  Results are reported in Table 21 and do not support to 
Hypothesis 7A, which stated that pursuing challenge would account for unique variance in 
performance indicators. 
I also expected that pursuing challenge would account for unique variance in 
various perceptions of affect often related to performance (i.e., satisfaction and 
commitment).  I conducted additional regression analyses to test this hypothesis. When 
satisfaction was regressed on the same set of predictors, not including pursuing challenge, 
significant effects were found only for proactive personality, ß = .25, t(191) = 2.85, p < 
.01.  I did not find significant effects for resilience, grit, optimism or pessimism, mastery, 
work, or competitiveness factors of the WOFO, or self-efficacy.  Overall, 34% of the 
variance in reported satisfaction was accounted for, R
2
  = .34, F (10, 191) = 9.84, p < .001 






Regression Analyses Predicting Satisfaction – Study 3 (Field Study) 
Next, I included pursuing challenge in the set of predictors and found significant 
effects for pursuing challenge, ß = .34, t(190) = 5.42, p < .001, and proactive personality, 
ß = .17, t(190) = 2.07, p < .05.  No effects were found for resilience, either component of 
grit, optimism or pessimism, the mastery, work, or competitiveness factors of the WOFO, 
or general self-efficacy.  Overall, 43% of the variance in satisfaction with the challenge 
was accounted for, R
2
 = .43, F (11, 190) = 12.94, p < .001.  Results are reported in Table 
22 and lend support to Hypothesis 7B. 




(With Pursuing Challenge) 
Predictor R
2
     ß  R
2
    ß 
Pursuing Challenge .34*   –  .43*  .34* 
Resilience  .12   .05 
Consistency of Interests (Grit)  .08   .10 
Perseverance of Effort (Grit)  .12   .06 
Optimism        -.09  -.10 
Pessimism  .08   .08 
Mastery   .11   .07 
Work   .06   .11 
Competitiveness  .06   .04 
Self-Efficacy  .05   .07 
Proactive Personality  .25**   .17*** 
Note:  N = 238. * p < .001, ** p < .01, *** p < .05, **** p < .10. 
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When commitment was regressed on the same set of predictors (not including 
pursuing challenge) significant effects were found for mastery, ß = .16, t(191) = 2.01, p < 
.05, work, ß = -.17, t(191) = -1.78, p < .10, and proactive personality, ß = .21, t(191) = 
2.17, p < .05.  No effects were found for resilience, grit, optimism or pessimism, 
competitiveness, or self-efficacy.  Overall, 17% of the variance in commitment to the 
challenge was accounted for, R
2
 = .17, F (10, 191) = 4.01, p < .001 (Table 23).   
Table 23 
 
Regression Analyses Predicting Commitment – Study 3 (Field Study) 
 
 Commitment 
(Without Pursuing Challenge) 
Commitment 
(With Pursuing Challenge) 
Predictor R
2
     ß R
2
    ß 
Pursuing Challenge .17*   –  .24*  .30* 
Resilience  .14   .08 
Consistency of Interests (Grit)  .06   .08 
Perseverance of Effort (Grit)  .07   .01 
Optimism         .04   .04 
Pessimism  -.01   .00 
Mastery   .16***   .13 
Work   -.17****  -.13 
Competitiveness  .09   .07 
Self-Efficacy  -.05  -.04 
Proactive Personality  .21***   .15 
Note:  N = 214. * p < .001, ** p < .01, *** p < .05, **** p < .10. 
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After I added pursuing challenge to the list of predictors, I found significant 
effects only for pursuing challenge, ß = .30, t(190) = 4.09, p < .001.  No effects were 
found for resilience, grit, optimism, pessimism, any of the three components of the 
WOFO, self-efficacy, or proactive personality.  Overall, 24% of the variance in 
commitment to the challenge was accounted for, R
2
 = .24, F (11, 190) = 5.46, p < .001.  
Results are reported in Table 23 and lend additional support to Hypothesis 7B.  Thus, 






Study 3: Examination in Field Settings 
 The primary goal of Study 3 was to replicate the results of Study 2 (Academic 
Study) in field settings involving various work domains.  Similar to Study 2, the expected 
relationships existed between pursuing challenge and resilience, as well as other 
constructs expected to represent the nomological network of pursuing challenge (e.g., 
need for achievement, optimism, grit, and proactive personality).  However, somewhat 
different results existed when exploring other relationships (i.e., pessimistic tendencies, 
personality facets, and anxiety).  These differences were related to the same three issues 
found in Study 2 and have implications for future research on resilience and performance. 
 Summary of results.  Throughout Study 3 I captured the expected relationship 
patterns between pursuing challenge and various constructs (i.e., resilience, grit, 
optimism, need for achievement, self-efficacy, proactive personality, and state anxiety), 
thereby replicating many of the results of Study 2.  In addition, I replicated results from 
Study 2 regarding several facets of the Big Five personality domains.  However, I found 
different relationship trends when I attempted to replicate results involving pessimism, 
defensive pessimism, trait anxiety, and seven of the 22 examined facets of Big Five 
personality domains. 
Pursuing challenge failed to demonstrate a significant relationship with pessimism 
in Study 3.  However, results from Study 3 indicated the expected positive and significant 
relationship between pursuing challenge and defensive pessimism.  Results from Study 2 
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regarding relationships between pursuing challenge and trait anxiety were not replicated 
in Study 3, although the relationship between state anxiety and pursuing challenge was 
replicated.   
Different relationship patterns existed between pursuing challenge and the Big 
Five facets of depression, friendliness, intellect, imagination, altruism, cooperation, and 
dutifulness.  In Study 3, pursuing challenge demonstrated significant relationships with 
two personality facets not found in Study 2:  imagination and dutifulness.  Additionally, 
several relationships that existed in Study 2 were not replicated in Study 3: depression, 
friendliness, and altruism.  All other relationships between pursuing challenge and other 
examined personality facets were consistent across studies. 
Theoretical implications and future research.  In Study 3 I attempted to 
replicate Study 2 across various work domains in order to address some of the identified 
issues.  Many of the results from Study 2 were replicated and differences between study 
results again related to three themes with theoretical and practical implications for 
research on resilience and performance.  Study 3 results continued to support the need for 
examination of how individuals proactively seek out stress and challenge.  Additionally, 
previous research suggested that individuals who are resilient and perform well in the 
face of adversity are not impacted by negative outlooks (Agaibi & Wilson, 2005), are 
high in grit (Duckworth et al., 2010), and typically score low in anxiety (Connor & 
Davidson, 2003).  However, these patterns were not found in field settings among 
individuals who proactively seek out challenge.  Further, although most relationship 
patterns were replicated when I examined pursuing challenge and various facets of the 
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Big Five personality domains, some differences existed and suggest that the role of 
personality might differ across contextual domains.  
 A proactive perspective.  In Study 3 pursuing challenge accounted for additional 
variance in affective measures often related to performance beyond variables typically 
used to evaluate resilience.  However, pursuing challenge did not account for additional 
variance in subjective performance.  Objective performance was not measured in Study 3 
because of the variability in performance across the jobs examined.  The variability 
across job types in Study 3 might provide a reason why significant results were not 
replicated from Study 2.  Thus, the ability to purse challenge might prove to be more 
beneficial for some jobs than others.  Future research should examine these relationships 
across work domains in an attempt to identify jobs that might benefit individuals who 
proactively seek out challenges.  Such individuals might perform better at those jobs 
because they are inherently more resilient and can withstand or effectively manage the 
potentially negative effects of stress.  In such cases, pursuing challenge might prove 
useful as a construct that provides additional insight into which individuals are likely to 
demonstrate greater resilience in the face of adversity. 
Preliminary analyses from Study 3 again suggested that pursuing challenge 
accounted for unique variance in individual resilience (see Table 17).  I regressed 
resilience scores on pursuing challenge and other identified antecedents of resilience (i.e., 
grit, optimism, pessimism, need for achievement, self-efficacy, proactive personality, and 
anxiety) and results indicated that pursuing challenge significantly predicted resilience 
scores in field settings.  These results provide further support for the exploration of 
pursuing challenge as a construct that explains characteristics of resilient individuals.   
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The results of Study 3 extended the findings of Study 2.  However, aside from 
evaluating a broad range of jobs, as I did in Study 3, future research should attempt to 
replicate these results in specific work domains.   Further evaluation of the role of 
pursuing challenge in specific work domains (e.g., domains that vary in challenge level) 
might provide insight into how contextual aspects impact individual resilience and 
ultimately performance.  Such studies could explore the likelihood that certain people 
might self-select into, or out of, positions of varying challenge levels.  Additionally, some 
individuals might seek to manipulate their environments (e.g., make a work role more or 
less challenging) to suit their desired level of challenge if their current situation fails to 
provide the desired level.  Thus, it would be beneficial for researchers to examine the 
possible ways individuals might adjust their perceptions of challenging events and their 
environments as well as how such adjustments might impact performance.  
Potential differences captured by pursuing challenge.   Similar to Study 2, 
results from Study 3 indicated different patterns between pursuing challenge and several 
antecedents of resilience, which suggests that differences might occur in these 
antecedents among those who proactively seek out stress and challenge as opposed to 
reacting to stressful and challenging situations.  Again, these different patterns were 
found for pessimism, defensive pessimism, and grit.  However, in the field study 
differences also were found regarding trait anxiety. 
 Pessimistic tendencies.  Results from Study 2 indicated that additional research 
should examine the nature of optimistic and pessimistic expectations and how they 
potentially interact with the proactive nature of individuals who pursue challenge.  
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Although consistent results were found regarding optimism, I found different results for 
both pessimism and defensive pessimism. 
Pursuing challenge was not related to pessimism in Study 3 (Field Study).  Thus, 
negative expectations about the outcomes of challenging events were not related to the 
extent to which individuals pursued the event.  On the other hand, defensive pessimists 
were more likely to pursue challenges (as expected), although this relationship was 
negative in Study 2.  These results might differ from Study 2 because of sample 
differences.  Study 2 focused on an academic setting where most participants likely 
expected to succeed (i.e., graduate), although such a consistent outcome was not easily 
identified in Study 3.  However, these results again identified inconsistent patterns in how 
individuals perceive challenging occurrences prior to the event. Future research should 
attempt to identify why such differences might occur prior to the occurrence of stress and 
how those perceptions might change after the occurrence of stress.  For instance, an 
individual could promote defensively pessimistic expectations about a challenge but, 
after achieving success, report optimistic thoughts because he expects that using the 
defensive pessimism strategy would work.  In other words, individuals might report 
hindsight bias after they experience the adverse event and results are apparent. 
Grit. Several researchers (e.g., Duckworth et al., 2010; Lee et al., 2011) have 
identified antecedents of resilience that perform rather consistently.  However, results of 
Study 3 confirmed that these patterns do not always appear and other factors might be 
involved.  For instance, Duckworth et al. (2010) suggested that resilient individuals score 
high in perseverance and remain consistent in their interests.  The results of Study 2 
indicated that individuals who pursued challenges scored high in only perseverance of 
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effort and were not consistently interested in the challenge.  These results were replicated 
in Study 3.  As speculated earlier, individuals who pursue challenge might not need to 
maintain consistent interests because they view the skills developed throughout 
challenges to be transferable to other situations.  However, as suggested in the discussion 
section for Study 2, it would be interesting to examine various characteristics of 
challenging situations in order to determine which characteristics might influence 
perseverance or the extent to which someone remains interested in the challenge.  
Additionally, longitudinal research might help identity how these relationships are 
influenced by time.  In any case, the differential results between pursuing challenge and 
components of grit suggest that other factors might be at play and potentially influence 
individual resilience and performance in contexts outside the academic setting. 
Anxiety.  The different patterns of results between Study 2 and Study 3 regarding 
trait anxiety point to the expectation that individuals high in the stable attribute of 
pursuing challenge are less likely to perceive the negative effects of stress and anxiety, 
potentially to the point of not being able to identify stressful and anxious feelings.  
However, specific contextual demands related to a challenge might account for the 
perceptions of state anxiety. In any case, differential effects of pursuing challenge on 
state and trait anxiety potentially exist and future research should explore changes in 
perceptions of stress over time.  
 The role of personality.  As in Study 2, Study 3 results indicated that pursuing 
challenge could represent a narrower construct that crosses boundary conditions of 
various Big Five personality domains.  However, in Study 3 (Field Study), pursing 
challenge demonstrated different relationship patterns with the following facets: 
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depression, friendliness, intellect, imagination, altruism, cooperation, and dutifulness.  
Although these different relationships were found, pursuing challenge demonstrated 
consistent relationships with the vast majority of the other facets examined.  These results 
continue to provide insight into the personality characteristics of individuals who pursue 
challenge, thereby taking a proactive approach to stress.  However, future research should 
further examine the variability between results of Studies 2 and 3 to further explore why 
the different relationship patterns might occur.  As discussed in Study 2, these differences 
could merely represent group differences between samples, or they could be indicative of 
broader aspects not captured by the studies.  For example, in Study 2 the majority of the 
sample consisted of psychology majors, whereas the participants in Study 3 worked in a 
variety of jobs.  Such information could provide insight into how personality 
characteristics of individuals who pursue challenges might differ across domains. 
Study 3 Conclusion 
 Results from Study 3 continue to support the use of the PCQ as a useful 
measurement tool of an individual’s tendency to pursue challenge.  Further, I found 
continued support for pursuing challenge as a relevant construct currently missing from 
research on resilience and performance.  Pursuing challenge demonstrated consistent 
relationships with resilience, need for achievement, self-efficacy, proactive personality, 
optimism, and grit as found in Study 2.  Some differences existed regarding relationships 
between pursuing challenge and personality, pessimism and defensive pessimism, as well 
as trait anxiety, and potentially reflected sample or contextual differences.  Future 




General Discussion and Conclusions 
Study Purpose 
 The primary goals of my research were to explore pursuing challenge as a 
construct and its relationships with similar constructs, as well as determine the extent to 
which pursuing challenge would account for unique variance in performance outcomes.  
In Study 1 (Pilot Study) I developed a measurement tool for evaluating the construct of 
pursuing challenge.  This measurement tool was validated in subsequent studies.  Further, 
in Study 2 (Academic Study) I explored relationships between pursuing challenge and 
similar constructs and the extent to which pursuing challenge accounted for unique 
variance in performance outcomes within an academic context.  Many of the results of 
Study 2 were replicated in Study 3, which examined similar relationships across various 
work domains in a field setting.  However, I identified three main themes with theoretical 
and practical implications for research on resilience and performance. 
 First, results from Studies 2 and 3 provided support for examination of a proactive 
approach to stress and resilience.  Existing research on stress and resilience often takes a 
reactionary approach by evaluating resilience and performance after an adverse event 
occurs.  By exploring why and how some individuals proactively increase stress in their 
lives by pursing challenges it is possible to gain additional insight into how such 
individuals effectively manage stressful situations, using them as a tool for personal 
development.  Future research on such individuals might identify those who are more 
likely to demonstrate positive reactions to stress and ultimately demonstrate greater 
resilience and better performance. 
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 Additionally, individuals who tend to pursue challenge did not demonstrate the 
expected relationships with variables often examined as antecedents of resilience (e.g., 
pessimism and grit).  Many researchers (e.g., Agaibi & Wilson, 2005; Duckworth et al., 
2007; Duckworth et al., 2010) repeatedly suggest that resilient individuals are also high 
in perseverance of effort and consistency of interests (grit) and optimistic.  However, in 
my study I found that individuals who scored high in pursuing challenge (a potential 
antecedent of resilience as well) demonstrated pessimistic tendencies and lacked 
consistent interests related to challenges.  These results might provide greater insights 
into why some individuals are more resilient than others in the face of adversity. 
 Finally, individuals who pursue challenge likely demonstrate consistent 
personality traits (e.g., low in vulnerability, excitement seeking, adventurous, moral, and 
achievement striving).  However, questions remain regarding some facets of the Big Five 
personality domains, such as intellect, imagination, and dutifulness.  The types of 
challenges individuals seek out (e.g., job related or of their own personal choice) could 
explain these differences and should be further examined in future studies. 
Limitations  
The current research study is bound by several limitations.  One limitation of the 
current study is that both Study 1 (Pilot Study) and Study 2 (Academic Study) were 
conducted using only undergraduate students in laboratory settings.  However, the 
undergraduate students in Study 2 were asked to consider a challenging situation that 
occurred in a school or classroom setting, thus making the content of the survey questions 
relevant and realistic to an undergraduate setting.  Additionally, Study 3 (Field Study) 
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attempted to address the potentially artificial context of the lab settings by evaluating the 
same hypotheses in a field setting.  
The sample size for Study 3 (Field Study) was relatively smaller than the sample 
size for both Study 1 (Pilot Study) and Study 2 (Academic Study).  However, it is much 
more difficult to obtain field study samples and every attempt was made to obtain a field 
sample that crossed a variety of work settings in order to gain an overall view of pursuing 
challenge among working adults.  It is possible, however, that the variability in industry 
and jobs examined in Study 3 might have led to some of the inconsistent results between 
Study 2 and Study 3.  Further research examining specific occupations and/or industries 
might provide additional insight into the role of pursuing challenge in occupational 
domains.  
 Finally, it is possible that the method of using online surveys limited the results of 
these studies.  All constructs were measured using online surveys and therefore common 
method variance could influence the results of this research project.   Common method 
variance would inflate intercorrelations between study variables, potentially resulting in 
incorrect conclusions.  However, although it is sometimes assumed that common method 
variance will affect all variables, Spector (2006) suggested that common method variance 
is a function of both the constructs measured and the measurement method used.  
Because intercorrelations among study variables were not completely consistent across 
studies, it is assumed that the potentially negative effects of common method variance 





Future Research Considerations 
 In addition to the several recommendations for future research outlined above, I 
suggest additional considerations for future research.  First, I would like to see research 
conducted to address the stability of the pursuing challenge construct.  Potentially 
developmental differences existed among sample populations.  Participants in Studies 1 
and 2 were undergraduate students, whereas participants in Study 3 were employed 
adults, who for the most part were older and more experienced than college students.  It is 
possible that age could play a factor in individuals’ tendency to pursue challenge.  In fact, 
pursuing challenge correlated with age .12 in Study 2 (Academic Study), suggesting that 
older individuals are more likely to pursue challenge than younger individuals.  However, 
these results were not replicated in Study 3 (Field Study), potentially suggesting that at 
some point the beneficial effects of experience might level off.  In this respect, as 
individuals develop and gain knowledge of their working conditions they might learn to 
better understand the context within which they work and thereby fail to perceive such 
circumstances as stressful or challenging, ultimately resulting in better performance that 
is not negatively influenced by stress.  Although I would argue that pursuing challenge is 
not just a function of increased age because many individuals appear content with not 
challenging themselves and go along with the status quo unless provoked in some way to 
act differently and maintain that the tendency to seek out difficult situations is a key 
component of pursuing challenge and an attribute that might set some individuals apart 
from others.   
I expect that individuals who pursue challenge use prior experiences with 
challenging and stressful situations in a proactive and productive manner, and the extent 
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to which an individual might develop a tendency to pursue challenge should be explored.  
If we can determine the extent to which individuals can be trained to view stress not as a 
negative event or occurrence, but as a potentially beneficial aspect of the context at hand 
then it could be possible to enhance individual perceptions of how difficult situations 
should be managed.  As individuals pursue more challenges, they develop knowledge, 
experiences, and expectations about other challenges that might possibly result in 
lowered perceptions of stress and anxiety associated with such events.   
Finally, some individuals might suggest that pursuing challenge is simply a 
reflection of arousal as a reaction to changes in the environment.  Landy’s (1978) 
Opponent Process Theory suggests that individuals function at a baseline state of 
equilibrium until affected by some sort of opposing force that pushes them out of their 
baseline (equilibrium) state.  At that time, individuals might be aroused and moved to 
action in order to regain their original steady state of equilibrium.  However, I argue that 
this viewpoint is similar to Richardson’s (1990) theory of resilience that suggests 
individuals perform at a baseline status quo until faced with adversity, upon which they 
demonstrate one of four potential outcomes (ranging from succumbing to thriving), and 
reflects the potential process of resilience rather than just arousal.  Although changes in 
perceived arousal might influence individual performance and behaviors, such changes 
are again reactions to changes in the environment (e.g., increased stress or a pay raise).  
Individuals who pursue challenge take a proactive approach to creating increased arousal 
in their lives that motivates and stimulates them to action rather than reacting to other 
forms of arousal.  Although I do not doubt that reactions to various forms of arousal (e.g., 
a pay raise) might influence the behavior of an individual who pursues challenge, my 
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argument is that pursuing challenge involves proactively creating a form of arousal (e.g., 
increased stress) as a way to develop and demonstrate abilities.  Nonetheless, future 
research on potential differences in reactions to stress among those who pursue challenge 
could prove insightful. 
Conclusion 
 The results of this research project demonstrated that pursuing challenge is a new 
construct that warrants research attention.  Development of the PCQ provided a 
measurement tool that is useful for this purpose.  Resilience is an important factor in 
individual performance, particularly in stressful and challenging situations.  Most 
research addressing individual resilience focused on individual characteristics and 
performance outcomes examined after the occurrence of some type of adverse, stressful 
event.  However, evaluating individuals’ tendency to pursue challenge provided insight 
about individuals who take a proactive approach to stress management; therefore, 
pursuing challenge provides a proactive approach to examining individual functioning 
under stressful and challenging situations that remains to be explored.  Additionally, 
pursuing challenge represents a construct that could make it easier to identify individuals 
who score high in a variety of other indicators of successful performance (e.g., resilience, 
grit, motivation, and proactive personality).  Thus, my research contributed to existing 
literature by providing support for the notion that some individuals proactively pursue 
challenging situations and that approach might prove beneficial in stressful situations, 
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Original Pursuing Challenge Questionnaire 
Instructions (Study 1):  Remember a time when you were faced with a challenging, 
difficult situation that induced some level of anxiety in you.  Rate the extent to which the 
following phrases were true of you during the challenging event using the scale provided. 
There are no incorrect responses. 
 
Instructions (Study 2):  Remember a time when you were faced with a challenging, 
difficult situation in a school or classroom setting that induced some level of anxiety in 
you.  Rate the extent to which the following phrases were true of you during the 
challenging event using the scale provided.  There are no incorrect responses. 
 
Instructions (Study 3):  Remember a time when you were faced with a challenging, 
difficult situation at work that induced some level of anxiety in you.  Rate the extent to 
which the following phrases were true of you during the challenging event using the scale 
provided.  There are no incorrect responses. 
 
______________________________________________________ 
1  2  3  4  5 
Not at all       Very 
true        true 
 
1. *I get excited when faced with a challenge. 
When working under time demands I feel more energized. 
2. *I prefer difficult situations to easy ones. 
3. *I seek out challenges. 
Being challenged motivated me. 
Despite how difficult a challenge might be, I prefer to attempt it rather than avoid 
it. 
4. *I find stressful situations stimulating. 
Challenging situations offer the opportunity to display my abilities. 
My abilities are brought out during difficult times. 
I display more perseverance when challenged. 
Being challenged enables me to focus more on the situation at hand. 
I tend to commit more to challenging situations rather than easy ones. 
5. *I constantly seek new challenges. 
Challenges are good for me. 
I enjoy challenges where I have to problem-solve. 
I handle challenges with patience. 
I expect to succeed in most challenging situations. 
I am able to control my emotions during challenging times.  
My ability to handle challenges is one of my most positive qualities. 
I am not discouraged by long lasting challenges. 
I find challenges motivational. 
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6. *I thrive on being challenged. 
I am in control of situations where I feel challenged. 
Challenges are meaningful experiences. 
Stressful events are challenging. 
I perform better under pressure. 
Challenges motivate me to seek effective resources to be successful. 
I am unreliable in difficult situations.  
I can successfully handle ambiguity. 
I dislike long periods of repetitive work. 
I like work that includes little variety. 
Challenging situations are more meaningful than easy situations. 
I will try anything once. 
I like to test my limits. 
I am comfortable with being challenged. 
I am apprehensive about new or unknown situations. 
7. *I am not bothered by difficult situations. 
8. *I am comfortable in unfamiliar situations. 
I am easily overwhelmed by challenging situations. 
I like to seek possibility. 
I easily overcome setbacks. 
Challenges are difficult. 
Solving a challenge excites me. 
I don’t respond to a challenge until I have to  
I wait for challenges to appear rather than seek them out  
I’m ok with failing once in awhile if I know I will succeed in the end. 
I will take on a challenge knowing I might fail. 
I like to seek out stress because it makes me better. 
9. Putting myself in stressful situations makes me perform better. 
Challenges help me meet my goals. 
I can fail at a challenge and still be successful. 
Challenges provide small steps toward a bigger goal. 
Challenges are positive events. 
10. I don’t mind the stress associated with challenging events. 
I find challenges stimulating. 
Being challenged allows me to demonstrate my skills and abilities. 
I persevere through challenges. 
I still accept a challenge even if I know I might fail. 
For me, failure is not an option. 
I don’t mind failing if I know I will ultimately meet my goal. 
Failures provide learning opportunities. 
Difficult and challenging events help me focus on the task. 
I prefer difficult tasks to easy tasks. 
Stress is a normal part of life. 
Being challenged provides me with an opportunity to learn. 
Challenges help me grow. 
Being challenged tests my skills and abilities. 
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To learn and develop as a person you must be challenged. 
Seeking out challenging circumstances makes me a better person. 
I am well equipped to handle any challenge. 
Challenges motivate me. 
Challenges make me more resilient to stress. 
Experiencing difficulty enables me to better handle future difficulties in life. 
I believe challenges are worthwhile. 
There are advantages to being challenged. 
I seek out challenges because they make me better. 
Being challenged excites me. 
I work best when challenged. 
I perform well under challenging situations. 
I like to avoid difficult situations. 
I am aware of how stress affects me. 
11. I am able to manage the effects of stress well. 
I like to stretch my comfort zone. 
I like to push and test my limits. 
12. I handle stress and anxiety associated with challenging events better than 
most people. 
I get bored easily. 
I prefer change rather than life remaining the same. 
Challenges change me for the better. 
I prefer to test my limits. 
Challenges help me develop strategies to achieve my goals. 
Challenges help me become successful. 
Challenging events help me practice my skills. 
Skills used in one challenging event are likely useful in other challenging events. 
13. *I prefer to focus on the process of being challenged rather than my 
performance. 
The challenge itself is more important than the result (success or failure). 
Although I might fail in the beginning, seeking a challenge will help me in the 
long run. 
Challenges are worth the risk. 
Succeeding at a challenge is worth the risk of failure. 
14. *I prefer the pressure of challenging events. 
15. Increasing my anxiety by attempting a challenge helps me perform better. 
I am a better person because I challenge myself. 
16. Negative effects of stress brought on by challenge do not affect me the way 
they do others. 
Challenging events help me understand my limits. 
Challenges are learning opportunities. 
Experiencing failure in a difficult situation helps me to “fail better” the next time 
around. 
I seek opportunities to challenge and develop myself. 
Pursuing challenges allow me to demonstrate my abilities. 
Pursuing challenges help me to be better than others. 
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Challenges are important to lifelong development. 
Challenges are more important for overall development rather than immediate 
success. 
Seeking challenges in my life prepares me for the future. 
I do not mind failing as long as I know I tried. 
I believe I can handle challenges well. 
Challenging events are not necessarily threatening. 
I pursue challenges because I believe they will turn out well. 
I avoid challenges because I know I will likely fail.  
I find challenging events stimulating even when I expect to fail. 
I am open to challenge. 
Challenging events provide new opportunities for variety in life. 
17. Feeling anxiety motivates me. 
I am able to think clearly even when challenged. 
18. *I prefer to work under challenging circumstances. 
19. I am able to deal with stress and anxiety better than most people. 
Challenges make a task worthwhile. 
Being challenged motivates me to keep going. 
I am more productive in challenging situations. 
20. *I feel tense or anxious when situations aren’t challenging enough. 
21. *Challenging situations require less effort for me compared to others. 
I enjoy meeting challenges. 
 
Scoring:  Average responses and higher scores indicate a higher tendency to pursue 
challenge. 
 
NOTES:  Items in bold were included in the 21-item PCQ.  Items marked with an * were 






Resilience Scale (CD-RISC) 
Instructions (Study 1):  Remember a time when you were faced with a challenging, 
difficult situation that induced some level of anxiety in you.  Rate the extent to which the 
following phrases were true of you during the challenging event using the scale provided. 
There are no incorrect responses. 
 
Instructions (Study 2):  Remember a time when you were faced with a challenging, 
difficult situation in a school or classroom setting that induced some level of anxiety in 
you.  Rate the extent to which the following phrases were true of you during the 
challenging event using the scale provided.  There are no incorrect responses. 
 
Instructions (Study 3):  Remember a time when you were faced with a challenging, 
difficult situation at work that induced some level of anxiety in you.  Rate the extent to 
which the following phrases were true of you during the challenging event using the scale 
provided.  There are no incorrect responses. 
 
______________________________________________________ 
1  2  3  4  5 
Not at        Very 
 all true                  true 
 
1. Able to adapt to change  
2. Close and secure relationships  
3. Sometimes fate or God can help  
4. Can deal with whatever comes  
5. Past success gives confidence for new challenge  
6. See the humorous side of things  
7. Coping with stress strengthens  
8. Tend to bounce back after illness or hardship  
9. Things happen for a reason  
10. Best effort no matter what  
11. You can achieve your goals  
12. When things look hopeless, I don’t give up  
13. Know where to turn for help  
14. Under pressure, focus and think clearly  
15. Prefer to take the lead in problem solving  
16. Not easily discouraged by failure  
17. Think of self as strong person  
18. Make unpopular or difficult decisions  
19. Can handle unpleasant feelings  
20. Have to act on a hunch  
21. Strong sense of purpose  
22. In control of your life  
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23. I like challenges  
24. You work to attain your goals  
25. Pride in your achievements 
26. I feel alive and vital (V) 
27. I have energy and spirit (V) 
28. I am looking forward to each new day (V) 
29. I feel alert and awake (V) 
30. I do not feel very energetic (V-reversed) 
31. I continue to learn more as time goes by (L) 
32. I am not learning (L-reversed) 
33. I am developing a lot as a person (L) 
34. I find myself learning often (L) 
35. I see myself continually improving (L) 
 
Note:  No items are reverse scored. 
 
Scoring:  According to authors:  sum responses (range = 25-100) with higher scores 
indicating higher resilience (alpha = 0.89).  Average scores to retain the original metric 
(range = 1-5).   
Items 26-30 = Vitality component of Thriving at Work 
Items 31-35 = Learning component of Thriving at Work. 
 












Instructions (Study 1):  Remember a time when you were faced with a challenging, 
difficult situation that induced some level of anxiety in you.  Rate the extent to which the 
following phrases were true of you during the challenging event using the scale provided. 
There are no incorrect responses. 
 
Instructions (Study 2):  Remember a time when you were faced with a challenging, 
difficult situation in a school or classroom setting that induced some level of anxiety in 
you.  Rate the extent to which the following phrases were true of you during the 
challenging event using the scale provided.  There are no incorrect responses. 
 
Instructions (Study 3):  Remember a time when you were faced with a challenging, 
difficult situation at work that induced some level of anxiety in you.  Rate the extent to 
which the following phrases were true of you during the challenging event using the scale 
provided.  There are no incorrect responses. 
 
______________________________________________________ 
1  2  3  4  5 
Not at all       Very 
true        true 
 
1. I often set a goal but later choose to pursue a different one.  (C-reverse) 
2. New ideas and new projects sometimes distract me from previous ones.  (C-
reverse) 
3. I become interested in new pursuits every few months.  (C-reverse) 
4. My interests change from year to year.  (C-reverse) 
5. I have been obsessed with a certain idea or project for a short time but later 
lost interest.  (C-reverse) 
6. I have difficulty maintaining my focus on projects that take more than a few 
months to complete.  (C-reverse) 
7. I have achieved a goal that took years of work. (P) 
8. I have overcome setbacks to conquer an important challenge. (P) 
9. I finish whatever I begin. (P) 
10. Setbacks don’t discourage me. (P) 
11. I am a hard worker. (P) 
12. I am diligent. (P) 
 
(C) = Consistency of Interests; (P) = Perseverance of Effort 
Scoring:  Average responses for each factor; higher scores indicate higher levels of that 
factor (alpha for consistency of interests = 0.84; alpha for perseverance of effort = 0.78). 







Optimism and Pessimism Scale (LOT-R) 
Instructions:  Each of the statements below describes how you might think or feel about 
challenging life situations.  Please answer the questions using the scale below as they 




1  2  3  4  5 
Strongly Disagree      Strongly Agree 
 
1. In uncertain times, I usually expect the best.  (O) 
2. It's easy for me to relax. (F) 
3. If something can go wrong for me, it will. (P) 
4. I'm always optimistic about my future. (O) 
5. I enjoy my friends a lot. (F) 
6. It's important for me to keep busy. (F) 
7. I hardly ever expect things to go my way. (P) 
8. I don't get upset too easily. (F) 
9. I rarely count on good things happening to me. (P) 
10. Overall, I expect more good things to happen to me than bad. (O) 
 
(F) = Filler item;  (O) = Optimism;  (P) = Pessimism  
Scoring:  Average responses for each factor; higher scores indicate a higher optimism or 
pessimism. 






Subjective Performance Scale 
Instructions:  Regarding the challenging event you remembered earlier, please rate the 
following phrases using the scales provided. 
 
______________________________________________________ 
1  2  3  4  5 
Not very well               Very Well 
 
1. How well did you perform in the challenging situation? 
2. If someone else were evaluating your performance, how well would others 




1  2  3  4  5 
Not at all successful              Very Successful 
 
3. Typically, how successful are you at completing challenges? 




1  2  3  4  5 
Rarely                     Very Often 
 
5. In general, how often do you fail to meet a challenge? [R] 
6. When it comes to challenging situations, how often is your performance better 
than most others? 




[R] = Reverse scored 
Scoring:  Average responses; low scores reflect low performance and higher scores 
indicate higher performance. 
 






Perceived Challenge Scale 
Instructions (Study 1):  Remember a time when you were faced with a challenging, 
difficult situation that induced some level of anxiety in you.  Rate the extent to which the 
following phrases were true of you during the challenging event using the scale provided.  
Even if you are unsure of an item, please answer it anyway.  There are no incorrect 
responses. 
 
Instructions (Study 2):  Remember a time when you were faced with a challenging, 
difficult situation in a school or classroom setting that induced some level of anxiety in 
you.  Rate the extent to which the following phrases were true of you during the 
challenging event using the scale provided.  Even if you are unsure of an item, please 
answer it anyway.  There are no incorrect responses. 
 
Instructions (Study 3):  Remember a time when you were faced with a challenging, 
difficult situation at work that induced some level of anxiety in you.  Rate the extent to 
which the following phrases were true of you during the challenging event using the scale 




1  2  3  4  5 
Not at  All        Very 
                                  (To a great extent) 
 
1. How challenging did you find the situation to be? 
2. How mentally demanding was this challenging situation? 
3. To what extent did the challenge require a lot of thought and problem-
solving? 
4. How difficult was it to perform this challenge? 
5. How easy was the challenge to understand? [R] 
6. How simple did you find the challenge? [R] 
7. How difficult were the rules for performing this challenge? 
8. To what extent could you work on this challenge and think of other problems 
at the same time? [R] 
9. To what extent did you understand all the rules for performing this challenge? 
[R] 
 
[R] = Reverse scored 
Scoring:  Average responses; higher scores indicate higher perceived challenge. 






Satisfaction Scale (MOAQ) 
Instructions:  Below are a series of questions. Please indicate how satisfied you are 
regarding the challenging event recalled earlier.  Use the scale provided. There are no 
right or wrong answers. 
 
______________________________________________________ 
1  2  3  4  5 
Not satisfied at all   Neutral        Very satisfied 
 
1. All in all, I am satisfied with my performance on this challenge. 
2. In general, I don’t like this challenge. [R] 
3. In general, I like working on challenging activities.  
 
[R] = Reverse scored 
Scoring:  Average responses; higher scores indicate higher levels of satisfaction the 
challenge. 







Affective Commitment Scale (ACS) 
Instructions:  Below are a series of questions. Please answer the questions using the 
scale below as they relate to the challenging situation you previously recalled. There are 
no right or wrong answers. 
 
______________________________________________________ 
1  2  3  4  5 
Strongly disagree         Strongly Agree 
 
1. I would be very happy to spend my time working on this challenge. 
2. I really feel as if the problems associated with this challenge are my own. 
3. I do not feel “emotionally attached” to this challenge. [R] 
4. This challenge has a great deal of personal meaning for me. 
5. I do not feel a strong sense of belonging to my institution. [R] 
 
 
[R] = Reverse scored 
Scoring:  Average responses; higher scores indicate greater commitment toward the 
challenge (Cronbach’s alpha ≥ .85) 
Source: Meyer, Allen, and Smith (1993) 





Demographics (Study 1 – Pilot) 
 
What is the name of your institution?        
  
What is your major?           
  
 
Age:   
 
Gender: Male Female 
 
Ethnicity: African American Asian  Hispanic Native American 
Pacific Islander White/Caucasian  Other 
 
Grade level: Freshman Sophomore Junior  Senior  Graduate 
Student 
  Non-degree seeking 
 
Cumulative GPA (please report to 2 decimal places using a 4-point scale, e.g., 3.15): 
  
 
Please answer the following questions using the scale provided. 
 
______________________________________________________ 
1  2  3  4  5 
Strongly Disagree                 Strongly Agree 
 
 
1. I chose to engage in this challenge. 
2. This challenge was forced upon me. 
3. I chose this activity because of the challenge it provided. 
4. I found the event recalled challenging. 








Waiver: Academic Records  
 
We would like your permission to access your file in the Degree Audit Report System 
(D.A.R.S.) to get information regarding your college GPA (cumulative GPA and course  
grade for the course you refer to in this study).  Only the researchers involved in this 
study will have access to this information.  All information will be kept confidential.  We 
will use your name and/or UID number only to access your DARS report.  We will not 
include your name or UID number in our data files.  You are not required to give the 
researcher access to your DARS report. You may refuse without negatively affecting 
your status with Wright State University, with the researchers, or your standing in this 
study.  There is no penalty of any kind for refusing this request. 
 
By typing my name in the box below, I give the experimenters, Julie Steinke and/or 
Debra Steele-Johnson, permission to access my D.A.R.S. report and take the information 
described above from that report for their study. I understand that typing my name in the 
box is the same as my signature. 
 
 





Informed Consent Form (Study 1 – Pilot)  
You are invited to participate in the “Examination of Challenging Situations” study.  
Upon providing your agreement below you will be directed to a set of online surveys. 
Should you not agree to participate you may indicate so by closing the browser.  Should 
you not agree to participate in the study you will not be able to continue with the online 
survey. 
 
The purpose of this study is to examine individual reactions to challenging 
circumstances.  During the survey you will be asked to complete several questions about 
your academic experience. Additionally, you will be asked to complete a short 
biographical survey that will be used for categorical purposes only. The study involves 
only one session and should not last longer than 30 minutes. We ask that you complete 
this survey in one session. 
 
Please understand that there is a risk of fatigue and/or breach of confidentiality associated 
with participation in this study. Should you experience any difficulties while taking this 
survey, you may quit at any time. Additionally, every effort will be made so that all 
information obtained about you through this study will be kept strictly confidential and 
you will not be identified in any report or publication. There are no direct benefits to 
participation in this study and you will not receive any compensation for your 
participation other than the possible benefit of receiving extra credit for specified courses 
in which you are enrolled (e.g., Introduction to Psychology). 
 
You are free to refuse to participate in this study or to withdraw at any time. Your 
decision to participate or not to participate will not adversely affect your standing at your 
institution or cause a loss of benefits to which you might otherwise be entitled. There is 
no penalty of any kind for either non-participation or withdrawal at any time. 
 
A summary of the results of this study may be requested by contacting the investigators 
listed below after December 2014. The summary will provide only aggregate (combined) 
data. No individual results will be available. If you have any questions or concerns about 
this research study, please contact either Julie Steinke at Steinke.27@wright.edu or Dr. 
Steele-Johnson at debra.steele-johnson@wright.edu or 937-775-3527. If you have general 
questions about giving consent or your rights as a research participant, please call the 




By entering your name and course information below you are indicating that you agree to 
participate in this study.  This information will only be used to ensure responses are not 
duplicated and to inform instructors of students who should receive extra credit.  This 





Debriefing Statement (Study 1 – Pilot)  
The experiment you just completed examines individuals’ tendency to pursue 
challenging circumstances and the effects of this attribute on individual resilience and 
performance.  We asked you to answer questions about your preference for challenging 
circumstances, resilience, optimistic and pessimistic viewpoints, grit, and performance 
related measures in relation to difficult and challenging scenarios. 
 
 We are interested in developing a measure that will enable us to evaluate 
individuals’ tendency to pursue challenge and subsequently examine the effects of 
pursuing challenge on performance and resilience. 
  
With data from you and other individuals, we are discovering more about how 
individuals function under stressful circumstance and intend to use this information to 
guide future research on enhancing individual performance. 
  
Please do not discuss these surveys with anyone else because it is important that 
future participants know nothing about the experiment before they participate in the same 
experiment. 
  
The data you provided today is important to us, and we appreciate your help.  If 
you have any questions or comments about this study, please contact the experimenter, 
Julie Steinke, at Julie.Steinke@wright.edu (937-205-0265) or contact Debra Steele-
Johnson, Ph.D., Chair, Department of Psychology, Wright State University, (937-775-
3527).  Thank you for your time and cooperation.  A copy of information provided when 
you gave your consent to participate is below: 
 
Cover Letter Information: 
 You are invited to participate in the “Examination Challenging Situations” study.  
Upon providing your agreement below you will be directed to a set of online surveys. 
Should you not agree to participate you may indicate so by either closing the browser or 
by indicating that you do not agree to participate in this study by choosing the appropriate 
box below. Should you indicate that you do not agree to participate in the study the 
online survey will end and you will not be able to proceed. 
  
 The purpose of this study is to examine individual reactions to challenging 
circumstances.  During the survey you will be asked to complete several questions about 
your academic experience. Additionally, you will be asked to complete a short 
biographical survey that will be used for categorical purposes only. The study involves 
only one session and should not last longer than 30 minutes. We ask that you complete 
this survey in one session. 
  
 Please understand that there is a risk of fatigue and/or breach of confidentiality 
associated with participation in this study. Should you experience any difficulties while 
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taking this survey, you may quit at any time. Additionally, every effort will be made so 
that all information obtained about you through this study will be kept strictly 
confidential and you will not be identified in any report or publication. There are no 
direct benefits to participation in this study and you will not receive any compensation for 
your participation other than the possible benefit of receiving extra credit for specified 
courses in which you are enrolled (e.g., Introduction to Psychology). 
  
 You are free to refuse to participate in this study or to withdraw at any time. Your 
decision to participate or not to participate will not adversely affect your standing at your 
institution or cause a loss of benefits to which you might otherwise be entitled. There is 






Informed Consent Form (Study 2 – Academic) 
You are invited to participate in a research study entitled the “Examination of Academic 
Situations”.  Upon providing your agreement below you will be directed to a set of online 
surveys. Should you not agree to participate you may indicate so by closing the browser.  
Should you not agree to participate in the study you will not be able to continue with the 
online survey. 
 
The purpose of this study is to examine individual reactions to challenging 
circumstances.  During the survey you will be asked to complete several questionnaires 
about your academic experience. Additionally, you will be asked to complete a short 
biographical survey that will be used for categorical purposes only.  As part of this study 
we also will ask for your permission to access your academic records to obtain your GPA 
and selected course grades.  You will be able to refuse this request and still participate in 
the study. The study involves only one session and should not last longer than 1 hour. We 
ask that you complete this survey in one session. 
 
Please understand that there is a risk of fatigue and/or breach of confidentiality associated 
with participation in this study. Should you experience any difficulties while taking this 
survey, you may quit at any time. Additionally, every effort will be made so that all 
information obtained about you through this study will be kept strictly confidential and 
you will not be identified in any report or publication. There are no direct benefits to 
participation in this study and you will not receive any compensation for your 
participation other than two 2 credits in exchange for one (1) hour of participation in the 
study for specified courses in which you are enrolled (e.g., Introduction to Psychology). 
 
You are free to refuse to participate in this study or to withdraw at any time. Your 
decision to participate or not to participate will not adversely affect your standing at your 
institution or cause a loss of benefits to which you might otherwise be entitled. There is 
no penalty of any kind for either non-participation or withdrawal at any time. 
 
A summary of the results of this study may be requested by contacting the investigators 
listed below after December, 2014. The summary will provide only aggregate (combined) 
data. No individual results will be available. If you have any questions or concerns about 
this research study, please contact either Julie Steinke at Steinke.27@wright.edu or Dr. 
Steele-Johnson at debra.steele-johnson@wright.edu or 937-775-3527. If you have general 
questions about giving consent or your rights as a research participant, please call the 
Wright State University Institutional Review Board at 937-775-4462.  Thank you. 
 
By entering your name and course information below you are indicating that you agree to 
participate in this study.  This information will only be used to ensure responses are not 
duplicated and to inform instructors of students who should receive extra credit.  This 
information will not be used for identification purposes. 




Defensive Pessimism Scale 
Part I – General Strategy Profiles: 
Instructions:  Listed below are four (4) profiles describing different attitudes that 
hypothetical people might hold about their life experiences.  Using the scale provided 
please indicate how descriptive the summary is of your own attitudes. 
 
Profile A Looking back on my life, I feel that things have generally worked out well  
(most experiences have been basically positive).  When thinking about the  
future, I also anticipate the best. (O) 
 
Profile B Looking back on my life, I feel that things have generally worked  
out well (most experiences have been basically positive).  When  
thinking about the future, though, I still tend to anticipate the worst. (DP)  
 
Profile C Looking back on my life, I feel that things have frequently not  
worked out well (many experiences have been basically negative).  When 
thinking about the future I also tend to anticipate the worst. (P) 
 
Profile D Looking back on my life, I’d have to admit that things have  
frequently not worked out well (many experiences have been basically 
negative).  When thinking about the future, though, I still tend to 
anticipate the best. (P) 
 
Question 1.  Although it might be difficult to describe your attitudes accurately with only 
one of the above profiles, if you had to pick only one of the profiles which one would you 
choose to describe yourself? 
 
 Profile A  Profile B  Profile C  Profile D 
 
Part II – Defensive Pessimism Items: 
Instructions (Study 1):  Remember a time when you were faced with a challenging, 
difficult situation that induced some level of anxiety in you.  Rate the extent to which the 
following phrases were true of you during the challenging event using the scale provided. 
There are no incorrect responses. 
 
Instructions (Study 2):  Remember a time when you were faced with a challenging, 
difficult situation in a school or classroom setting that induced some level of anxiety in 
you.  Rate the extent to which the following phrases were true of you during the 
challenging event using the scale provided.  There are no incorrect responses. 
 
Instructions (Study 3):  Remember a time when you were faced with a challenging, 
difficult situation at work that induced some level of anxiety in you.  Rate the extent to 
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which the following phrases were true of you during the challenging event using the scale 
provided.  There are no incorrect responses. 
 
______________________________________________________ 
1  2  3  4  5 
Not at all       Very 
true        true 
 
1. I go into challenging situations expecting the worst, even though I know 
things will probably work out OK. (E) 
2. I generally enter into challenging situations with positive expectations about 
how things will work out. (R) 
3. I’ve generally performed well in challenging situations in the past. (FILLER 
ITEM) 
4. I often think about what it will be like if a challenging situation works out 
badly. (E) 
5. I often think about what it will be like if a challenging situation works out 
very well. (R) 
6. I often think about what I would do if a challenging situation worked out 
badly. (E) 
7. I often try to figure out how likely it is that a challenging situation will work 
out very well. (R) 
8. When a challenging situation works out well, I often feel relieved. (E) 
9. When a challenging situation works out well, I feel really happy. (R) 
 
(E) = Expectancy; (R) = Reflectivity 
Item 3 = Prescreening Item 
 
Scoring:  According to Norem (2001):  Sum responses and subtract E scores from R 
scores.  Defensive pessimists will score higher on both facets, strategic optimists will 
score high on R and Pessimists will score high on E.  [NOTE:  Factor analyses were used 
to determine scoring in the current study.] 







Need for Achievement Scale (WOFO) 
Instructions:  Please use the scale provided to indicate to what degree you agree with the 
following statements.  There are no incorrect responses. 
 
______________________________________________________ 
1  2  3  4  5 
Strongly Disagree      Strongly Agree 
 
1. I would rather do something at which I feel confident and relaxed than 
something which is challenging and difficult. (M-reverse) 
2. When a group I belong to plans an activity, I would rather direct it myself than 
help others or let them organize it. (M) 
3. I would rather learn easy, fun games than difficult games. (M-reverse) 
4. If I am not good at something I would rather struggle to master it than move 
on to something I might be good at. (M) 
5. Once I start a task, I persist. (M) 
6. I prefer to work in situations that require a high level of skill. (M) 
7. I more often attempt tasks that I am not sure I can do instead of tasks I believe 
I can do. (M) 
8. I like to be busy all the time. (M) 
9. It is important for me to do my work as well as I can. (W) 
10. I find satisfaction in working as well as I can. (W) 
11. There is satisfaction in a job well done. (W) 
12. I am satisfied when I exceed my past performances. (W) 
13. I like to work hard. (W) 
14. Part of my enjoyment in doing things is from improving past performance. 
(W) 
15. I enjoy working in situations involving competition with others. (CP) 
16. It is important to me to perform better than others on a task. (CP) 
17. I feel that winning is important in both work and games. (CP) 
18. It annoys me when other people perform better than I do. (CP) 
19. I try harder when I’m in competition with other people. (CP) 
 
(M) = Mastery; (W) = Work; (CP) = Competitiveness 
Scoring:  Average responses and higher scores indicate a higher perceived challenge. 







General Self-Efficacy Scale 
Instructions:  Please use the scale provided to indicate to what degree you agree or 
disagree with the following statements.  There are no incorrect responses. 
 
______________________________________________________ 
1  2  3  4  5 
Strongly         Strongly 
Disagree                Agree 
 
1. I will be able to achieve most of the goals that I have set for myself.  
2. When facing difficult tasks, I am certain that I will accomplish them.  
3. In general, I think that I can obtain outcomes that are important to me.  
4. I believe I can succeed at most any endeavor to which I set my mind.  
5. I will be able to successfully overcome many challenges.  
6. I am confident that I can perform effectively on many different tasks.  
7. Compared to other people, I can do most tasks very well.  
8. Even when things are tough, I can perform quite well. 
 
Scoring:  Average responses and higher scores indicate a higher general self-efficacy. 






Proactive Personality Scale 
Instructions:  Please use the scale provided to indicate to what degree you agree or 
disagree with the following statements.  There are no incorrect responses. 
 
______________________________________________________ 
1  2  3  4  5 
Strongly Disagree      Strongly Agree 
 
1. I am constantly on the lookout for new ways to improve my life. 
2. I feel driven to make a difference in my community, and maybe the world. 
3. I tend to let others take the initiative to start new projects. [R] 
4. Wherever I have been, I have been a powerful force for constructive change. 
5. I enjoy facing and overcoming obstacles to my ideas. 
6. Nothing is more exciting than seeing my ideas turn into reality. 
7. If I see something I don't like, I fix it. 
8. No matter what the odds, if I believe in something I will make it happen. 
9. I love being a champion for my ideas, even against others' opposition.  
10. I excel at identifying opportunities.  
11. I am always looking for better ways to do things. 
12. If I believe in an idea, no obstacle will prevent me from making it happen.  
13. I love to challenge the status quo.  
14. When I have a problem, I tackle it head-on.  
15. I am great at turning problems into opportunities.  
16. I can spot a good opportunity long before others can.  
17. If I see someone in trouble, I help out in any way I can. 
 
[R] = Reverse scored 
Scoring:  Average responses, higher scores indicate a higher perceived challenge.  Alpha 
≥ 0.87. 
Source:  Bateman and Crant (1993) original items; Shortened version by Seibert, Crant, 








Personality Scale (IPIP NEO-PI-R) 
Instructions: Below are phrases describing people's behaviors. Please use the rating 
scale below to describe how accurately each statement describes you. Describe yourself 
as you generally are now, not as you wish to be in the future.  
 
______________________________________________________ 
1  2  3  4  5 
Very          Moderately    Neither Accurate   Moderately  Very 
Inaccurate  Inaccurate  nor Accurate      Accurate  Accurate 
 
1. Often feel blue. (N-depression)  
2. Rarely get irritated. (N-anger)*  
3. Dislike myself. (N-depression) 
4. Seldom feel blue. (N-depression)*  
5. Am often down in the dumps. (N-depression)  
6. Feel comfortable with myself. (N-depression)*  
7. Have frequent mood swings. (N-depression)  
8. Am not easily bothered by things. (N-anxiety)*  
9. Panic easily. (N-vulnerability)  
10. Am very pleased with myself. (N-depression)*  
11. Get caught up in my problems. (N-anxiety) 
12. Readily overcome setbacks. (N-vulnerability)* 
13. Can handle complex problems. (N-vulnerability)* 
14. Adapt easily to new situations. (N-anxiety)* 
15. Feel comfortable around people. (E-friendliness) 
16. Have little to say. (E-assertiveness)*  
17. Make friends easily. (E-friendliness)  
18. Keep in the background. (E-assertiveness)*  
19. Am skilled in handling social situations. (E)  
20. Would describe my experiences as somewhat dull. (E)*  
21. Am the life of the party. (E)  
22. Don’t like to draw attention to myself. (E-assertiveness)*  
23. Know how to captivate people. (E)  
24. Don’t talk a lot. (E)* 
25. React slowly. (E-activity level)  
26. Seek adventure. (E-excitement seeking) 
27. Let things proceed at their own pace. (E-activity level)* 
28. Would never go hang gliding or bungee jumping. (E-excitement seeking)* 
29. Can manage many things at the same time. (E-activity level) 
30. Enjoy being part of a group. (E-gregariousness). 
31. Believe in the importance of art. (O-artistic interests) 
32. Am not interested in abstract ideas. (O-intellect)*  
33. Have a vivid imagination (O-imagination)  
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34. Do not like art. (O-artistic interests)*  
35. Tend to vote for liberal political candidates. (O-liberalism)  
36. Avoid philosophical discussions. (O-intellect)*  
37. Carry the conversation to a higher level. (O)  
38. Do not enjoy going to art museums. (O-artistic interests)*  
39. Enjoy hearing new ideas. (O)  
40. Tend to vote for conservative political candidates. (O-liberalism)* 
41. Am attached to conventional ways. (O-adventurousness)* 
42. Prefer to stick with things that I know. (O-adventurousness)*  
43. Am interested in many things. (O-adventurousness) 
44. Enjoy thinking about things. (O-intellect) 
45. Have a good word for everyone. (A=altruism)  
46. Have a sharp tongue. (A-cooperation)*  
47. Believe that others have good intentions. (A-trust)  
48. Cut others to pieces. (A)*  
49. Respect others. (A)  
50. Suspect hidden motives in others. (A-trust)*  
51. Accept people as they are. (A)  
52. Get back at others. (A-cooperation)* 
53. Make people feel at ease. (A-altruism) 
54. Insult people. (A-cooperation)*  
55. Know how to get around the rules. (A-morality)* 
56. Stick to the rules. (A-morality) 
57. Think highly of myself. (A-modesty)* 
58. Take advantage of others. (A-morality)* 
59. Know the answers to many questions. (A-modesty)* 
60. Consider myself an average person. (A-modesty) 
61. Am always prepared. (C-self discipline)  
62. Waste my time. (C-self discipline)*  
63. Pay attention to details. (C)  
64. Find it difficult to get down to work. (C-self discipline)*  
65. Get chores done right away. (C-self discipline)  
66. Do just enough work to get by. (C-achievement striving)*  
67. Carry out my plans. (C-self discipline)  
68. Don’t see things through. (C)*  
69. Make plans and stick to them. (C)  
70. Turn plans into actions. (C-achievement striving) 
71. Avoid mistakes. (C-cautiousness) 
72. Get others to do my duties. (C-dutifulness)* 
73. Stick to my chosen path. (C-cautiousness) 
74. Act without thinking. (C-cautiousness)* 
75. Set high standards for myself and others. (C-achievement striving) 
 
*Reverse scored items.  Sub-facet indicated in parentheses. 




 Neuroticism (N): Alpha = .86 
Extraversion (E): Alpha = .86 
Openness (O): Alpha = .82 
Agreeableness (A): Alpha = .77 
Conscientiousness (C): Alpha = .81 
 
Source: International Personality Item Pool: A Scientific Collaboratory for the 









Anxiety Scale (STAI – Short Version) 
Part I:  State Anxiety 
Instructions:  A number of statement people use to describe themselves are given below.  
Reach each statement and indicate the extent to which each statement describes how you 
felt DURING the challenging event.  There are no right or wrong answers.  Do not spend 




1  2  3  4 
Not at all             Very Much 
 
1. I feel calm. [R] 
2. I am tense. 
3. I feel upset. 
4. I am relaxed. [R] 
5. I feel content. [R] 
6. I am worried. 
7. I am excited. 
8. I am energetic. 
9. I am active. 
 
[R] = Reverse scored 




Part II:  Trait Anxiety 
Instructions:  A number of statement people use to describe themselves are given below.  
Reach each statement and indicate the extent to which each statement describes how you 
generally feel.  There are no right or wrong answers.  Do not spend too much time on any 
one statement but give the answer that best describes your overall feelings best. 
 
______________________________________________ 
1  2  3  4 
Not at all             Very Much 
 
1. I feel calm. [R] 
2. I am tense. 
3. I feel upset. 
4. I am relaxed. [R] 
5. I feel content. [R] 
6. I am worried. 
7. I am excited. 
8. I am energetic. 
9. I am active. 
 
[R] = Reverse scored 
Scoring:  Average responses; higher scores indicate higher trait anxiety. 





Demographics (Study 2 – Academic) 
What is the name of your institution?         
 
What is your major?           
  
Age:   
 
Gender: Male Female 
 
Ethnicity: African American Asian  Hispanic Native American 
Pacific Islander White/Caucasian  Other 
 
Grade level: Freshman Sophomore  Junior   
Senior  Graduate Student Non-degree seeking 
 
Cumulative GPA (please report to 2 decimal places using a 4-point scale, e.g., 3.15): 
  
 
Please briefly describe the challenging event you recalled for this survey.  If the event 
was a specific course, please include the course information and the grade earned (or 
expected). (NOTE:  Scale will be adjusted to fit the grading scale for each university 
involved in the study): 
Description of event:            
Course name and course grade (if applicable):         
  A A-  
         B+ B B- 
         C+ C C- 
         D+ D D- 
           F 
 
Please answer the following questions using the scale provided. 
 
______________________________________________________ 
1  2  3  4  5 
Strongly Disagree                 Strongly Agree 
 
 
1. I chose to enroll in this challenging course. 
2. This challenging course was forced upon me. 
3. I chose this course because of the challenge it provided. 
4. I found this course challenging. 





Debriefing Statement (Study 2 – Academic) 
The experiment you just completed examines individuals’ tendency to pursue 
challenging circumstances and the effects of this attribute on individual resilience and 
performance.  We asked you to answer questions about your preference for challenging 
circumstances, resilience, optimistic and pessimistic viewpoints, grit, personality, need 
for achievement, self-efficacy, and performance related measures in relation to difficult 
and challenging scenarios. 
 We are interested in examining the effects of pursuing challenge on academic 
performance and resilience and hope to build a measure evaluating individuals’ tendency 
to pursue challenge. 
 With data from you and other individuals, we are discovering more about how 
individuals function under stressful circumstance and intend to use this information to 
guide future research on enhancing individual academic performance. 
 Please do not discuss these surveys with anyone else because it is important that 
future participants know nothing about the experiment before they participate in the same 
experiment. 
 The data you provided today is important to us, and we appreciate your help.  If 
you have any questions or comments about this study, please contact the experimenter, 
Julie Steinke, at Julie.Steinke@wright.edu (937-205-0265) or contact Debra Steele-
Johnson, Ph.D., Chair, Department of Psychology, Wright State University, (937-775-
3527).  Thank you for your time and cooperation. 
 
INFORMED CONSENT INFORMATION 
The purpose of this study was to examine individual reactions to challenging 
circumstances.  
Every effort will be made so that all information obtained about you through this study 
will be kept strictly confidential and you will not be identified in any report or 
publication. There are no direct benefits to participation in this study and you will not 
receive any compensation for your participation other than the possible benefit of 
receiving extra credit for specified courses in which you are enrolled (e.g., Introduction to 
Psychology). 
You were free to refuse to participate in this study or to withdraw at any time. Your 
decision to participate or not to participate will not adversely affect your standing at your 
institution or cause a loss of benefits to which you might otherwise be entitled. There is 
no penalty of any kind for either non-participation or withdrawal at any time. 
A summary of the results of this study may be requested by contacting the investigators 
listed below after December, 2014. The summary will provide only aggregate (combined) 
data. No individual results will be available. If you have any questions or concerns about 
this research study, please contact either Julie Steinke at Steinke.27@wright.edu or Dr. 
Steele-Johnson at debra.steele-johnson@wright.edu or 937-775-3527. If you have general 
questions about giving consent or your rights as a research participant, please call the 





Permission to Contact Request (Study 3 – Field) 
Dear Supervisor; 
 
I am a current doctoral student in Industrial/Organizational Psychology at Wright 
State University and would like to ask for your assistance in data collection for my 
dissertation. 
 
One focus of my graduate work centers on effective performance under challenging 
circumstances and I plan to conduct a study examining how individuals function in 
a variety of challenging work domains.  Specifically, I would like to address 
individual perceptions of challenge, personality characteristics, grit, and resilience 
in the workplace. I would like to examine these attributes in the context of your 
organization because I believe your industry might provide some excellent insights 
into how successful people cope with challenges in the workplace. 
 
Should you be interested in having your staff participate in this study, I would like 
to ask that you reply to this message with a statement of approval for me to contact 
your employees. The survey will be online and should take no more than 30 
minutes to complete.  I will email you a link to the survey that can be forwarded to 
your employees, or you may provide me with a list of employee emails should you 
prefer I contact them myself (all contact information will remain confidential).  
Employees can complete the survey anonymously and at their leisure.  I can send 
hard copies of the surveys if requested in the chance that someone would rather 
complete the survey by hand and return it to me by mail. 
 
Upon completion of the study I am willing to provide you with a copy of a 
summary report detailing the findings. The extent to which information will be 
provided about your institution will depend upon the number of responses received 
from your employees so that anonymity can be ensured among participants. In other 
words, if only one employee replies certain information (e.g., position) will not be 
identified so that individual identities will not be exposed.  
 
Thank you very much for your time and consideration. I look forward to hearing 
from you soon, as I would like to collect data as early as possible. Should you have 
any questions, please don’t hesitate to contact me at Julie.Steinke@wright.edu, or 












Informed Consent Form (Study 3 – Field) 
You are invited to participate in the “Examination of Work Domains” study.  Upon 
providing your agreement below you will be directed to a set of online surveys. Should 
you not agree to participate you may indicate so by closing the browser.  Should you not 
agree to participate in the study you will not be able to continue with the online survey. 
 
The purpose of this study is to examine individual reactions to challenging 
circumstances.  During the survey you will be asked to complete several questions about 
your work experience. Additionally, you will be asked to complete a short biographical 
survey that will be used for categorical purposes only. The study involves only one 
session and should not last longer than 30 minutes. We ask that you complete this survey 
in one session. 
 
Please understand that there is a risk of fatigue and/or breach of confidentiality associated 
with participation in this study. Should you experience any difficulties while taking this 
survey, you may quit at any time. Additionally, every effort will be made so that all 
information obtained about you through this study will be kept strictly confidential and 
you will not be identified in any report or publication. There are no direct benefits to 
participation in this study and you will not receive any compensation for your 
participation other than the possible benefit of receiving extra credit for specified courses 
in which you are enrolled (e.g., Introduction to Psychology). 
 
You are free to refuse to participate in this study or to withdraw at any time. Your 
decision to participate or not to participate will not adversely affect your standing at your 
institution or cause a loss of benefits to which you might otherwise be entitled. There is 
no penalty of any kind for either non-participation or withdrawal at any time. 
 
A summary of the results of this study may be requested by contacting the investigators 
listed below after December, 2014. The summary will provide only aggregate (combined) 
data. No individual results will be available. If you have any questions or concerns about 
this research study, please contact either Julie Steinke at Steinke.27@wright.edu or Dr. 
Steele-Johnson at debra.steele-johnson@wright.edu or 937-775-3527. If you have general 
questions about giving consent or your rights as a research participant, please call the 




By selecting entering your initials and date of birth below you are indicating that you 
agree to participate in this study.  This information will only be used to ensure responses 





Demographics (Study 3 – Field) 
What is the name of your organization?       
  
What is your job title? (Please be as specific as possible)       
 
Why did you choose this line of work?        
 
Age:   
 
Gender: Male Female 
 
Ethnicity: African American Asian  Hispanic Native American 
Pacific Islander White/Caucasian  Other 
 
What is the highest level of education you have completed? 
 
Less than High School 
High School / GED 
Some College 
2-year College Degree 
 
4-year College Degree 
Masters Degree 
Doctoral Degree 
Professional Degree (JD, MD)
 
Approximately how long have you been employed in your current job?     
 
Approximately how many hours do you work per week?    
 
In which industry are you employed? 
Architecture and Engineering 
Arts, Design, Entertainment,  
   Sports, and Media 
Building and Grounds Cleaning  
   and Maintenance 
Business and Financial  
   Operations 
Community and Social Service 
Computer and Mathematical 
Construction and Extraction 
Education, Training, and Library 
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry 
Food Preparation and Serving  
   Related 
Healthcare  
   Practitioners/Technical 
 
Healthcare Support 
Installation, Maintenance, and  
   Repair 
Legal 
Life, Physical, and Social  
   Science 
Management 
Military Specific 
Office and Administrative  
   Support 
Personal Care and Service 
Production 
Protective Service 
Sales and Related 
Transportation and Material  
   Moving 
 Other (Please specify:            
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Which category best describes your annual income from this job?  
 
Under $15,000 
$15,000 - $29,999 
$30,000 - $44,999 
$45,000 - $59,999 
$60,000 - $74,999 
$75,000 - $99,999 
 
$100,000 - $119,999 
$120,000 or more 





Briefly describe the challenging event you recalled for this survey.     
 
             
 
 
Please answer the following questions using the scale provided. 
 
______________________________________________________ 
1  2  3  4  5 
Strongly DISAGREE                 Strongly Agree 
 
 
1. I chose to engage in this field of work. 
2. This field of work was forced upon me. 
3. I chose this field of work because of the challenge it provided. 
4. I find this field of work challenging. 




Debriefing Statement (Study 3 – Field) 
The experiment you just completed examines individuals’ tendency to pursue 
challenging circumstances and the effects of this attribute on individual resilience and 
performance.  We asked you to answer questions about your preference for challenging 
circumstances, resilience, optimistic and pessimistic viewpoints, grit, personality, need 
for achievement, self-efficacy, and performance related measures in relation to difficult 
and challenging scenarios. 
 We are interested in examining the effects of pursuing challenge on performance 
and resilience and hope to build a measure evaluating individuals’ tendency to pursue 
challenge. 
 With data from you and other individuals, we are discovering more about how 
individuals function under stressful circumstance and intend to use this information to 
guide future research on enhancing individual performance. 
 Please do not discuss these surveys with anyone else because it is important that 
future participants know nothing about the experiment before they participate in the same 
experiment. 
 The data you provided today is important to us, and we appreciate your help.  If 
you have any questions or comments about this study, please contact the experimenter, 
Julie Steinke, at Julie.Steinke@wright.edu (937-205-0265) or contact Debra Steele-
Johnson, Ph.D., Chair, Department of Psychology, Wright State University, (937-775-
3527).  Thank you for your time and cooperation. 
 
INFORMED CONSENT INFORMATION 
The purpose of this study was to examine individual reactions to challenging 
circumstances.  
Every effort will be made so that all information obtained about you through this study 
will be kept strictly confidential and you will not be identified in any report or 
publication. There are no direct benefits to participation in this study and you will not 
receive any compensation for your participation. 
 
You were free to refuse to participate in this study or to withdraw at any time. Your 
decision to participate or not to participate will not adversely affect your standing at your 
institution or cause a loss of benefits to which you might otherwise be entitled. There is 
no penalty of any kind for either non-participation or withdrawal at any time. 
 
A summary of the results of this study may be requested by contacting the investigators 
listed below after December, 2014. The summary will provide only aggregate (combined) 
data. No individual results will be available. If you have any questions or concerns about 
this research study, please contact either Julie Steinke at Steinke.27@wright.edu or Dr. 
Steele-Johnson at debra.steele-johnson@wright.edu or 937-775-3527. If you have general 
questions about giving consent or your rights as a research participant, please call the 




Contact Messages  (All Studies) 
Study 1 (Pilot) – Message to Students: 
Dear Student, 
 
As a student currently enrolled in Professor [NAME]’s [TITLE] course, you have the 
opportunity to participate in a research study for extra credit.  We are interested in 
gathering information about how individuals perceive challenging events and would 
greatly appreciate it if you would complete our online survey. 
 
The online survey can be found at the following link:  [LINK WILL BE GENERATED 
BY QUALTRICS, THE UNIVERSITY’S SURVEY PROGRAM].   
 
Should you choose to participate in this study you will be asked to provide your consent 
to do so on the first page of the survey.  You may quit the survey at any time.  The survey 
should not take longer than 30 minutes to complete.  We ask that you complete the 
survey in a quiet setting with as few distractions as possible.  This survey will be 
available until May 31, 2014. 
 
If you have any questions about the survey, or would like to request a hard copy of the 
survey rather than complete the online survey, you may contact the primary investigator 
(information provided below).  Thank you for your assistance with our study and we 







Study 2 (Academic) – Message to Professors: 
Dear [NAME]; 
 
As you know, I am currently working on my dissertation and would like to ask for your 
assistance in data collection for my dissertation. 
 
One focus of my graduate work centers on effective performance under challenging 
circumstances and I plan to conduct a study examining how individuals function in a 
variety of challenging domains.  Specifically, I would like to address individual 
perceptions of challenge, personality characteristics, grit, and resilience in the academic 
setting.  I would like to ask your permission to offer extra credit to students who 
participate in my study because I believe evaluating a variety of academic contexts 





Should you be interested in having your courses participate in this study, I would like to 
ask that you reply to this message with a statement of approval for me to contact your 
students.  The survey will be online and should take no more than 1 hour to complete.  
Students receive 2 SONA credits for their participation in this study, and I ask that you 
grant extra credit for your students accordingly.   I will email you a link to the survey 
that can be forwarded to your student, or you may provide students with my contact 
information should you prefer they contact me themselves (all contact information will 
remain confidential).   
 
Students can complete the survey at their leisure and I will provide you with a list of 
participants at the end of the study or academic term (whichever comes first).  Please 
note that no response information will be provided.  I can send hard copies of the 
surveys if requested in the chance that someone would rather complete the survey by 
hand and return it to me by mail. 
 
Thank you very much for your time and consideration. I look forward to hearing from 
you soon, as I would like to collect data as early as possible. Should you have any 









Study 2 (Academic) – Message to Students: 
Dear Student, 
 
As a student currently enrolled in Professor [NAME]’s [TITLE] course, you have the 
opportunity to participate in a research study for extra credit.  We are interested in 
gathering information about how individuals perceive challenging events and would 
greatly appreciate it if you would complete our online survey. 
 
The online survey can be found at the following link: 
 
  https://wright.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_72Or3bGqDk3tlSR 
   
Should you choose to participate in this study you will be asked to provide your consent 
to do so on the first page of the survey.  You may quit the survey at any time.  The survey 
should not take longer than 1 hour to complete.  We ask that you complete the survey in a 
quiet setting with as few distractions as possible.  This survey will be available until May 
31, 2014. 
 
If you have any questions about the survey, or would like to request a hard copy of the 
survey rather than complete the online survey, you may contact the primary investigator 
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(information provided below).  Thank you for your assistance with our study and we 







Study 3 (Field) – Message to Employees: 
Dear Employee, 
 
As a current employee at [ORGANIZATION], you have the opportunity to participate in 
a research study.  We are interested in gathering information about how individuals 
perceive challenging events and would greatly appreciate it if you would complete our 
online survey. 
 
The online survey can be found at the following link:  [LINK WILL BE GENERATED 
BY QUALTRICS, THE UNIVERSITY’S SURVEY PROGRAM].   
 
Should you choose to participate in this study you will be asked to provide your consent 
to do so on the first page of the survey.  You may quit the survey at any time.  The survey 
should not take longer than 30 minutes to complete.  We ask that you complete the 
survey in a quiet setting with as few distractions as possible.  This survey will be 
available until May 31, 2014. 
 
If you have any questions about the survey, or would like to request a hard copy of the 
survey rather than complete the online survey, you may contact the primary investigator 
(information provided below).  Thank you for your assistance with our study and we 
hope you have a great semester. 
 
Julie Steinke 
Primary Investigator 
Julie.Steinke@wright.edu 
 
 
 
